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‘ Preface I

This is one of two texts produced by the National Security Decison Making Department
that addresses executive decisior-making in the U.S. Department of Defense.

Resource Allocation: The Formal Process presents the officid resource dlocation
mechanisms used in the Pentagon. Its components are the Joint Strategic Planning System; the
Panning, Programming, and Budgeting System; the Requirements Generation System; and the
Defense Acquisition Sysem. This text aso addresses the federal budget process and the linkages
between Congress and the Executive Branch in defense resource dlocation decison making. Many
Nava Wa College graduates will work with the forma process in future assgnments. The
Resource Allocation text provides a valuable overview of the processes, products, and people that
make it work.

The second text, Executive Decision Making, addresses the skills needed to solve
complex problems and make decisons encountered by senior leaders in defense organizations as
they participate in the forma process described above. It includes a decisionmaking framework
that is based on arationd thought process. Our thesis is that a systematic, structured approach to
force planning problems is more likely to yield efficient, effective results than any other gpproach.
Executive Decision Making aso discusses how to approach risk and uncertainty. We emphasize
the role of andyds in decison making and the role of the senior decison maker as a criticd
consumer of analyss. Findly, our framework acknowledges that we make few, if any, important
defense decisions without reconciling differences among many important participants. Therefore, our
framework is designed to help leaders decide, from their own perspective, how resources should be
dlocated, with an emphasis on reconciligtion and consensus-building to create and implement
workable solutions.

Dr. William C. Kdler wrote the origind verson of this text, The Defense Resource
Allocation Process, in 1988 while a Commander assigned to the Nationa Security Decison
Making Department a the Naval War College. The following is taken from the “Preface’ of the
1988 edition:

In order to contribute effectively in the national security environment, a defense
executive should understand the gStructure of the process within which defense
resource dlocation decisons are made. At leadt, it is true that players in this
complex game should know the rules and how it “dl” fits together. One means of
gaining this knowledge—and one might think a reasonable way—isto read about it.
However, to my knowledge, and my initid chagrin, there is nothing written which
describes the whole defense resource alocation process. In fact, thereislittle that is
current and comprehensive on even PPBS. Given that the topic was important, it
remained to describe it in writing, regardless of its complexity.

His origind work, as updated, has long been the standard for the resource alocation
curriculum at the Naval War College. This edition of Resource Allocation: The Formal Process,
while written to fill the same void identified by Dr. Kdler, is subgtantidly different from the origind
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text and captures the innumerable changes of the last decade in the defense resource alocation
process. The Department, however, will always be indebted to Dr. Kdler for hisorigina work.

Resource Allocation: The Formal Process is written so each chepter stands aone,
alowing us to better present this complex process by examining its parts. We minimize the use of
acronymsin the first chapter but use them extensively throughout the remainder of the text. It will be
chdlenging, but important, to learn this new “language.” We have “spelled out” the acronyms the
firg time they gppear in each chapter and if you need to refresh your memory, refer to Appendix 4.

Each chapter is organized asfollows:

Purpose: This section offers a brief overview or executive summary of the sysem or
process discussed in the chapter. This provides a framework that facilitates the assmilation
of the more detailed information that follows.

Past: The process is sometimes easer to understand if it is placed in higtorical context.
Knowing how the system or process has evolved provides a comparative vantage point.
This section will highlight the sgnificant changes and the catalysts for those changes.

Process: This section will tie the people and the products together to demongrate the inner
workings of the sysem—how the ideas, programs, or dollars flow, where key events occur,
and where key decisions are made. It is a holigtic view of the system or process being
examined.

People: Each sysem or process has a different hierarchicd structure of oversght and
various mixes of civilian and military participants. Knowing “who has a seet a which table’
will enhance your ability to understand the system or process.

Products. Whether cdendar- or event-driven, documents are normaly the output of these
systems or processes. They may be used interndly to the system or process, or to interact
with other systems or processes.

Plug-in: With an executive-level understanding of a particular system, the next step is to
examine how it interacts with other components of the defense resource alocation process.
Wewill offer those linkages in this section.

This text provides an executive-level overview of the defense resource alocation process.
Though the process does not aways work as described and there are many suggestions for how it
might be improved, it is the purpose of this text to describe how the processisintended to work in
accordance with Department of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ingtructions and
regulations. We are confident you will find this text valuable and we encourage you to revist these
materids as you progress in your careers. The mogt recent edition of the text is maintained on the
Nava War College website (the internet address is located on the cover). We encourage you to
provide feedback, suggestions to improve the text, or to engage us in whatever issues you face.






‘ Chapter 1 Overview |

Defense resource dlocation is a multi-faceted, complex process and its output, combat
capability, is an essentid element of the U.S. Nationd Security Strategy (NSS). There are many
influences on decison makersinvolved in defining U.S. nationd interests and objectives, shaping the
NSS to support those objectives, and choosing the military force structure to shape the environment
in order to achieve those objectives. While the defense resource alocation process looks primarily
a defining, acquiring, and maintaining resources needed for effective execution of the Nationd
Military Strategy (NMS), the process supports various elements of the political and economic
drategies aswell.

Purpose

We enjoy peace amid paradox. Yes, we're safer now from the threat of
massive nuclear war than at any point since the dawn of the atomic age, and
yet we're more vulnerable now to suitcase bombs, the cyber-terrorist, the raw
and random violence of the outlaw regime.

Make no mistake: keeping America safe in such a world is a challenge that's
well within our reach, provided we work now and we work together to shape
budgets, programs, strategies and force structure to meet threats we face and
those that are emerging, and also to meet the opportunities we're offered to
contribute to peace, stability and freedom. But the changes we make in our
defense posture, the innovations we introduce, take time to be made part of a
great military force. We need to get about the business of making these
changes now in order to remain strong, not just in this decade, but in decades
to come.*

Donald H. Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense

The formal process used in defense resource dlocation is designed to address the “business
of making changes to our military,” which Secretary Rumsfeld describes above. Smply put, it is
about how the Department of Defense (DoD) decides what, when, how, and how much; and, in
order to reconcile DoD’s decison with Congress and the American public, why. His concerns
foreshadow the complexity of the defense resource alocation process that this text explores. The
bottom line is that the formal process, and this text, are about decison making. Aswe delve into the
forma process, you will begin to notice severd overarching themes:

Managing risk in an era of uncertainty and increased competition for limited resources.

Baancing resources between near-term and long-term requirements.

! Rumsfeld, Donald H., 26 January 2001 remarks delivered during his official welcoming ceremony at the Pentagon,
Washington, D.C.
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Maintaining the proper balance of power between the civilian leadership and military
warfightersin making resource alocation decisons.

Determining the share of the federd budget the Adminigtration and Congress should
alocate to DoD, and the effects on other competing, non-DoD programs.

Building consensus with participants both interrdl and externa to DoD — the largest
bureaucracy in the world.

Those involved in the defense resource alocation process use continuous assessments and
countless anadyses to better define requirements in order to alocate DoD resources effectively and
efficiently in support of national security objectives. The process of trandating the NSS into
“avalable forces’ involves severa dynamic and interactive systems. Figure 1-1 depicts these
systems in their most basic form. As we progress through the text, you will gain an executive-leve
understanding of the defense resource allocation process.

Assessments;
Strategy; Strategic PIa'ns; Acquisition Programs
Program Recommendations

Requirement
Generation
System

Joint Strategic 7

Planning System Deft.en.s.e
/_\ W (cics) Acquisition
System

Joint Operation (SecDef)

/ Planning &
Execution System

(CINCs) '
DoD Plan;
Program; Budget

Figure 1-1. Defense Planning I nterrelationships

Planning,
Programming, &
Budgeting System
(SecDef)

Federal Budget
Process

The Joint Operation Planning and Execution System (JOPES) belongs to the combatant
commanders (CINCs). JOPES transforms dtrategy, missons, and assigned forces into war plans
through the deliberate planning process, and operation orders through the criss action planning
process. The Naval War College Joint Military Operations Department covers these aspects of
JOPES. However, the deficiencies and risks identified during these processes have a direct affect
on the dlocation of defense resources.

The Charman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) controls the Joint Strategic Planning
System (JSPS). Chapter 2 discusses how the CICS uses this system to systematicaly assess the
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national security environment in order to evauate current strategy and existing or proposed
programs and budgets.

The Secretary of Defense uses the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS)
to set programming priorities for DoD and track those programs through budget execution. Chapter
3 discusses this complex, cdendar-driven system and explains how it contributes to defense
resource alocation.

Chapter 4 explains the acquisition process, which includes the Requirements Generation
System (RGS) and the Defense Acquisition System (DAS). This event-driven process starts with
the identification of arequirement and ends with a fielded cgpability (wegpons system or equipment)
that satisfies that requirement.

Through this complex, yet rationd, decison-making process, DoD recommends to the
Presdent the best mix of capabilities to support national objectives. Criticd to the defense resource
alocation process is the federd budget process. Congress must authorize programs and appropriate
funds before DoD can execute those programs. We will examine the federd budget process in
Chapter 5.

Past

From its founding until World War 11 the United States organized for defense in asmpligtic
manner. The Secretary of War (essentidly the Secretary of the Army) and the Secretary of the
Navy were both cabinet-level positions and worked directly for the President. Under this structure,
integration only occurred when the two secretaries made the effort or the President took an interest.
For the most part the two departments went about their business with no effort to coordinate their
resource requirements; there was little need to do so.

After World War 1l and facing a new kind of openrended conflict in the Cold War, our
leadership recognized that many things had changed and the previous nationd security architecture
could no longer ded effectively with the new security environment. Our leadership believed thet to
respond effectively to these new demands required much improved coordination of poalicy,
intelligence, resource dlocation, and military operations. These beliefs drove the planning and
debate that led to the Nationa Security Act of 1947. In addition to creating the Department of
Defense (“The Nationd Military Establishment™) headed by the Secretary of Defense, the Act also
established the National Security Council, the Centrd Intelligence Agency, and made the Air Force
a separate sarvice. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) had been in existence since 1942, but now
received gtatutory sanction as the principad military advisers to the President and the Secretary of
Defense. There was provison for a Joint Staff, but not for a chairman of the JCS. Though seven
unified commands had been established in 1946, the Act placed their exigence into law. The
potentia for more centralized defense activities was now in place, but the Secretary of Defense and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff lacked the means to exercise the authority or influence over the servicesto
make this potentid aredity.

The Nationa Security Act of 1947 made the JCS respongble for providing Strategic
direction for military forces and preparing joint logistics and drategic plans. In 1952 the JCS
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published a policy memorandum that established the foundation for a systemétic gpproach to their
planning efforts. This palicy, “Joint Program for Planning,” prescribed a family of long-, medium-,
and short-range plans. These plans were intended to guide research and development; guide force
development; provide a basis for preparing service budgets, provide short-range guidance for
wegpons development; and guide the dispostion, employment, and support of existing forces for
three different contingencies. In 1968 the JCS renamed the Joint Program for Planning to its current
title, the Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS). Chapter 2 provides further detail on the evolution
of the JSPS.

The power gtructure within DoD shifted when Robert S. McNamara became the Defense
Secretary in 1960. He exploited the potential created by the National Security Act of 1947 by
ggnificantly increesing the sze of his gaff and by indituting a new process for developing an
integrated defense program and budget. The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System
(PPBS) introduced to DoD in 1962 remains the centerpiece of defense resource allocation. Chapter
3 provides further detail on the evolution of the PPBS.

There was a growing concern in the early 1980’ s that the civilian |leadership was not getting
effective advice from the JCS. Many judged the joint chiefs advice too diluted by consensus and
not reflective of the concerns of the warfighters (CINCs). The National Defense Reorganization Act
of 1986, better known as the Goldwater-Nichols Act (GNA), was intended to solidify civilian
control by providing for more effective military advice. This Act gave the CICS a more powerful
role in the determination of military strategy and the resources that support that strategy. In addition
to increasing the influence of the CICS, the GNA mandated that the process become more
responsive to the needs of the CINCs Thisincluded both aredistribution of power within DoD and
a subtle shift of influence between civilian and military leadership. Agpects of the effects of the GNA
are highlighted in Chapters 2 and 3.

The need, or at least the desire, to reform the acquisition process has been the subject of
numerous studies and initiatives since 1947. From the Rockefeller Report of 1953 to the SecDef's
Defense Reform Initiative of 1997, recurring themes have prevalled, i.e, reduce redundancy;
increase effectiveness and efficiency; better identify how to exploit potentid joint capabilities, and
increase timeliness between misson need identification and system fidding. Though many of these
efforts have resulted in reform, the acquisition process enjoys no watershed event such as the
introduction of the PPBS or the GNA. Chapter 4 provides further detail on how the acquisition
process has changed in response to these recommendations.

Changes to the federd budget process have dso had a dramatic affect on the defense
resource alocation process. Chapter 2 includes a review of the impact of legidation mandating the
Quadrennid Defense Review. Congress passed the Gramm-RudmantHollings Act of 1985, the
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, and the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 in an effort to control
defidt spending. The resultant scrutiny of defense programs in search of the dusive “peece
dividend” has been chalenging. We will discuss these pressures on defense spending in Chapter 5.

The more sgnificant legidative mandates and DoD reorganizations of the last fifty years have
attempted to refine the defense resource alocation process to make it more responsve to the
changing globa environment, and to correct perceived imbadances of power among the key
participants and organizations in DoD. Subsequent chapters will offer more detail on the changes
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that have affected the system or process under review. In short, it is important to sudy the
evolution of the defense resource alocation process in order to debate the current issues and begin
to formulate solutions to systemic problems.

Process

We use saverd diagrams throughout the text to help explain the specifics of a particular
system or process. In each case, we will explain the basics, and then continue with a more detailed
discusson of the process. We will accomplish this by showing where the documents fit in the
diagram; describing how the documents are used both interndly and externdly in the forma
process, and how and where the individuas and organizations influence the process. While we have
made every attempt to stay out of the “weeds,” some concepts require grester depth of review to
fully understand the process. The diagrams will help keep you focused on the big picture.

Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS)

The JSPS is the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff's (CICS's) mechanism for discharging
his Congressondly mandated respongbilities as principa military advisor to the President and
Secretary of Defense (SecDef). Although not a part of the JSPS, the CICS dso uses the Joint
Requirements Oversght Council (JROC) and the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
(JWCA) process to support the decisions and recommendations of the JSPS. Fgure 1-2 depicts
the basics of the JSPS. Each aspect of JSPS — dtrategic assessment, strategic direction, strategic
plans, and programming advice — is associated with a CIJCS Title 10, U.S. Code, responsibility.

KRATE
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9:55

ME’V}

Chairman’s
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of Services’ Programs

Ongoing Review of
Trends,Threats,

Technologies, Risk...

Ys
0
wr Vision, - Planning,
o Military Joint Programming, &
Elalt Strategy Recommendations Budgeting System
(76
(1)
Guid Chairman’s
uidance
Personal
to CINCs Recommendations
cnes |- ___ | CINCs' J
Plans Recommendations

Figure 1-2. Joint Strategic Planning System

Assessment is ongoing and underpins al of the documents generated by the JSPS. The
Nationd Military Strategy and Joint Vision establish the strategic direction for the planning guidance
the CJCS provides the Commanders in Chief (CINCs) so they can develop their operationd plans.
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In the process of developing and exercisng these plans, the CINCs identify deficiencies and
opportunities that are inserted into the JSPS, and thus contribute to the recommendations that
become advice to the SecDef to assst his planning process.

Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS)

The PPBS provides a sysematic structure to develop a defense dtrategy, trandate that
drategy into the specific defense programs needed to achieve the drategy, and then accuratdy
determine what those programs will cost. Figure 1-3 shows the basic flow of the PPBS cycle.
Through the JSPS and its products, the CJCS provides the SecDef with planning and programming
advice. The SecDef consders this advice, dong with inputs from the CINCs the services,
Department of Defense (DoD) agencies, and his own saff, then develops his guidance to the
services and DoD agencies. Based on this guidance from the SecDef, each of the services and DoD
agencies develop and propose a program that contains the requirements they consider necessary to
perform their roles and missons. The SecDef, through the Defense Resources Board (DRB) and
with further advice from the CJCS, reviews these programs and directs necessary adjustments. The
sarvices adjust their programs to reflect the SecDef’s decisons, and then trandate the approved
programs into budget edtimates (BESs). After a series of budgetary reviews and further
adjustments, the SecDef submits the DoD’ s budget proposd to the President.

Chairman’s
Personal
Assessment

Proposed
Service
Programs

Service
Programs

Chairman’s
Personal
Recommendations

\ 4

Proposed
@ Budgets

Joint Strategic
Planning System

Figure 1-3. Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System



Acquisition Process

The acquisition process represents the interaction of the Requirements Generation System
(RGS), the Defense Acquidtion System (DAS), and the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
System (PPBS). Within the RGS the JROC reviews deficiencies identified by the CINCsor the
sarvices and vaidates that a materid solution is required. The interface between the RGS and DAS
occurs when the JROC submits an approved misson need statement to the Defense Acquisition
Board (DAB). The DAB approves the requirement and shepherds it through the phases of the DAS
until it becomes afidlded sysem. Figure 1-4 illustrates this process.

Planning, Programming,
& Budgeting System

D efense
R esources
B oard

Requirements
Generation

Defense
Acquisition
System

Program/Budget

Acquisition Program

Production &
Deployment

System Development
& Demonstration

Concept & Technology
Development

Document Validate Approve Milestone Milestone Milestone
A B c
J oint
. D efense
R equirements o
. A cquisition
O versight
; B oard
C ouncil

\

Identified Deficiency CAPABILITY
Operational System
Services, Agencies, (Operati y )

Combatant Commands

Figure 1-4. Interface of the Requirements Generation System; Defense Acquisition System; and Planning,
Programming, & Budgeting System

The Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (VCJCS) is both the JROC chairman and
the vice charman of the DAB. As member of the DAB, the VCJICS ensures the needs of the
warfighters are emphasized throughout the acquisition process. The DAS is a complex, systematic
review of an acquidtion program from concept development through the support of a fielded
system. Figure 1-5 depicts the milestones and phases the DAB uses to evauate and manage magjor
defense acquigtion programs. The milestones are decison points a which the DAB assesses the
cost, performance, and schedule to determine if the program should proceed to the next phase.

Prior to each DAB milestone review, the JROC reviews the program to ensure the misson need
requirements are met.
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Figure 1-5. Defense Acquisition System: Milestones & Phases

JROC/IJWCA Process

The Joint Requirements Oversght Council and the Joint Warfighting Capabilities
Assesamantt process support al aspects of defense resource dlocation. Figure 1-6 is used
throughout the text to emphasize how they support the process.

JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment

Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System

Figure 1-6. JROC/JWCA Support
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CINC Influence

You should begin to sense that the CINCs have subgtantid influence on the defense
resource allocation process. Figure 1-7 depicts where and how the CINCs can enter the debate.
Each chapter will emphasize the role of the CINCsin shaping resource dlocation decisions.

Strategy

Review Military
. r
Congressional Strategy
Hearings
Strategic
Plans
Acquisition
System
Generation Programming
Advice

Planning &
Programming
Guidance

Budget
Decisions

v .
Program Service
Decisions Program Programs L1 sspscacs
Assessment > ppBs
C) Acquisition

Process

Figure 1-7. CINCS Influence

Federal Budget Process
The federd budget process has four phases:
Formulaion For the DoD, the defense resource alocation process is formulation: -
preparing the input to the President’ s Budget.

Enactment. Congress authorizes programs and appropriates money for those programs
via a series of bills produced by a committee structure. These bills become law when
signed by the President.

Execution Once a hill is sgned, DoD has authority to obligate funds to execute
programs.

Review and Audit. DoD is audited by interna and externa agencies to ensure proper
execution of the programs and adherence to the law.

2 National Defense University, Joint Forces Saff College Pub 1: The Joint Staff Officer’s Guide 2000, Norfolk, VA, 2000,
http://www.jfsc.ndu.edu (click on the Joint Staff Officer's Guide link to gain accessto JFSC Pub 1).
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People

We will discuss the individuads and organizations that influence the defense resource
alocation process because it is important to recognize the power relationships in each aspect of the
process. Figure 1-8 shows the forma command relaionships among the participants in the U.S.
nationa security organization The chart displays the “warfighting” chain of command. The clear
divison of command and control is critical during criss action. However, this divison cregtes naturd
tensions between the CINCs and services as far as baancing near-term (CINC) and long-term
(sarvice) requirements. As you will discover in the following chepters, each system has its own
unique hierarchy for making resource alocation decisons. Appendix 1 provides additiona detail on
the organization of the various departments and agenciesin DoD.

National Security Council

National Command Authorities

President

Secretary
of Defense Secretary
of State

Chairman of the 1 Combatant Commands Military Departments
Joint Chiefs of Staff (Navy, Army, Air Force)
Central Command

} } i European Command
Scehrivelfcse Pacific Command Service Secretaries
Southern Command
Joint Forces Command . .
Joint Staff Special Operations Command Service Chiefs
Space Command
Strategic Command
Transportation Command

Figure 1-8. National Security Organization

The SecDef and CJCS use a collective of boards and councils to assist in making resource
dlocation decisons. The membership includes a cross section of avilian and military functiona
expertise to best balance near-term and long-term requirements. Figure 1-9 shows the composition
of the three key forums in the defense resource alocation process. The forums and their members
are discussed in more detail in Chapters 2, 3, and 4.
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Defense Resources Defense Acquisition Joint Requirements
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Chairman DepSecDef USD (AT&L) VCJCS
Vice Chairman CJCS VCJICS
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VCICS ASD (S&TR) ACMC
(Others may participate usb (AT&L) ASD (C3n VCofS A‘rmy
at the request of the USD (Policy) Director, OT&E VCofS Air Force
chairman of each USD (Comptroller) CAEs (Navy, Army, & Air Force)
respective board.) USD (P&R) OIPT Leader
PEO
PM
ACMC: Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
ASD: Assistant Secretary of Defense OIPT: Overarching Integrated Product Team
ASM: Acquisition Systems Management OT&E:  Operational Test & Evaluation
AT&L: Acquisition, Technology, & Logistics PEC: Program Executive Officer
CAE: Component Acquisition Executive PMm: Program Manager
CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff P&R: Personnel & Readiness
C3l: Command, Control, Communications, & S&TR:  Strategy & Threat Reduction
Intelligence USD: Under Secretary of Defense
DAB: Defense Acquisition Board VCJCS: Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
DRB: Defense Resources Board VCNO:  Vice Chief of Naval Operations
J-8: Force Structure, Resources, & Assessment VCofS:  Vice Chief of Staff
Directorate (Joint Staff)

Figure 1-9. Resource Allocation Oversight

The GNA greatly increased the role of the CICS in resource alocation and mandated that
the process address the requirements of the CINCsat each key juncture. The CJCS enhanced the
role of the Joint Requirements Oversght Council (JROC) and established the Joint Warfighting
Capabilities Assessment (JWCA) process to assst in responding to this mandate. The Vice CICS
(VCICY), as chairman of the JROC, has sgnificant influence on resource decisons. Chapter 2
discusses how the CJCS uses dl aspects of the JSPS to assg in fulfilling the responsibilities of
principa military advisor to the President and the SecDef.

The SecDef uses the Defense Resources Board (DRB) as the “board of directors’ for
resource dlocation. You will learn that the DRB is the arbitrator for dl PPBS issues. As vice
chairman of the DRB, the CJCS baances civilian oversght with military expertise. The sarvices dso
have a lot of influence in the PPBS as builders of the Program Objective Memoranda (POMS).
Chapter 3 addresses the other participants in the dynamic, calendar-driven PPBS.

Chapter 4 describes the inherent tenson between the Requirements Generations System
(RGS); the Defense Acquisition System (DAS); and the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
Systems (PPBS). What needs to be done (RGS), what can be done (DAS), and what can be
funded (PPBS) are never exactly in harmony. The JROC oversees the RGS. The Defense
Acquisition Board (DAB), chaired by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquistion, Technology,
and Logidtics, with the VCICS as vice chairman, oversees the DAS. Disconnects among the three
systems are brought before the DRB for resolution.
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Products

Knowing the people and organizations involved in defense resource dlocation makes it
easer to understand the products used within the individua systems. Figure 1-10 is the template we
will use throughout the text to depict the interreationships among key documents. In this diagram the
documents are labeled in descriptive terms. In subsequent chapters, the descriptive titles will be
converted to the documents' technicd titles.

President

Secretary
of Defense

Chairman
of the
Joint Chiefs
of Staff

Services

CINCs

Figure 1-10. Resource Allocation Documents

Reference to this figure will help you keep clear the documents and their interreaionships.
An understanding of the “people€’” and the “products’ is critical to comprehending the complexity of
the “ process.”
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Plug-in

Aswe examine each of the components that form the defense resource alocation process, it
iscritical to understand how they interface and interact — none functionsin isolation. We will use two
primary diagrams to illustrate the interrelationships. Figure 1-11 digplays the descriptive titles of key
documents and phases of the systems. You will become more comfortable with the importance of
each document and how they interact as we progress through the text.
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Figure 1-11. Defense Planning I nterrelationships

CINC: Commander-In-Chief JOPES: Joint Operation & Execution System
DAS: Defense Acquisition System JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System
DoD: Department of Defense PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
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Figure 1-12 displays most of the same basc documents in rdationship to the caendar-
driven PPBS and the federa budget process. No matter how great the risk (JSPS), or how capable
the program (DAYS), if there are not dollars in the Presdent’s Budget to fund the program, duly
approved by Congress, there is no program.

D > \ >4 —
| | L
2?5;:25& [ T T I R I B ;ercaligéyy LI TR TR Y O IR O N gteﬂ;"ty [ T T O T N I |
rate
presid —T | I U O N N N B | ——1 1 I 1 1 1 1 11 ey | IO N O A I N O A |
resident
of the U.S. ! Submit L L Sign . Submit L L Sign b Submit L L Sign 11
Budget{tl I 1 1 1 If Budget|l 1 Budget|l 1 | I I I Budget|l | Budgetf!l 1 1 1 | If Budget|l 1
_____ U NN Y N i U Y N Y[ AU NN O Ay o O U O N RN DR Ny A [l AN TN I o
1 et LI I O Y I B | S - [ Y N Y T Y Y A Y Y Y N I O N B A |
efense trategic
(I T [itefomt I T T I | e RO I T Y Y Y Y T Y I T
Secretary 1 1 | —r— 1 1 | | | | I’/ 7 °L & ‘& & 1 1 @1 ¢&B° ° 0° ° 1.1 11 1
of Defense | | Program I Program | Budget 1 Program | Program 1 Budget | Program I Program Budget
I 1 | Guidance|l| Decisions| I Decisions| 1 Guidance|l | Decisions | I| Decisions| 1 Guidancell | Decisions Decisions
————— —A-4-FA—+F+—Fd—F-4—-FA—F—FA-F-Fd—+tFF+A-+-Fd—FFd—bFEd—F——F—F-
1 1 | 1 1 1 Strategy | |= | 1 1 1 1 1 | Strategy 1 1 =| | | 1 1 1 1 Strategy | 1 |. 1
" I 1| Review | I I I v o I I I I Review| 1 1 | | | I I I I[Review| | 1 1 1
Military 1
Chairman, [ Strategy
Jcs, 1
Joint Staff | 1
L L L L D O T (=Y TR T T A Y A U T N Y O A Y AN B O |
| I N Y N N I Y Y (N A N N A N B B | Plans 1 1 I I L 1L ° 0 1L L 1 1011
————— A—t—-rA—t+-Fi4—+t -ttt -F4—t+4+ 4t A—t-rAHA—+t—-r-1—t-Et—-t——t—rF--
Planning & Program || Planning & 1 Program 1 Planning & 1 Program I 1 1 1
Programming Advice Assessment | Programming Advice Assessment || Programming Advicq Assessment || | 1 1
j\ll?v?iils Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment & Review »
_____ 1T T S| /It T T 1T T/ C T T )T T | rrgTTFE}EETTrr T
services | 1 | Service 1 || Budget 1 1 1 Service 1 1| Budget 1 1 1 Service | Budget 1
B ] Programs 1 Estimates 111 Programs 11 Estimates ] Programs | Estimates 1
_____ 1 T 1 T rr T/ e 1T T T TT I raAEAaa T T rlrrrOirrrTtTrr
Integrated [ 1 1 I I I Iintegrated |0 1 01 1 1 1 1 1 Integrated 11 { I O I R I |
CINCs Priorities | | 111 Priorities | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Priorities 111 11 1 11 1
_____ 1T T T AT T I T T r AT T T T I T T rI T I AT T I T e
11 Budget Resolution, [ I I | Budget Resolution, | I I | Budget Resolution, [ I I |
Congress 1 1 Authorization, & [ T T | Authorization, & | Authorization, & 1 11
1 Appropriation o Appropriation " Appropriation "

Figure 1-12. Resource Allocation Calendar Events

After examining the forma process, you will have a working undersanding of the
participants, documents, and processes that comprise U.S. defense resource dlocation. Each
chapter details a system or process and explains how it fits into the grand scheme. In the end, you
should come away with a better comprehenson of how DoD makes decisions that produce the

military capabilities necessary to support U.S. national security.
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Chapter 2
Joint Strategic Planning System

The Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) provides a drategic foundation for dl
Depatment of Defense (DoD) planning. Figure 2-1 shows how the JSPS interacts with other
defense planning systems. Do not try to absorb al of the information depicted in the diagram; use it
to appreciate that the defense resource alocation process is complex, highly interactive, and that the
JSPS is an integrd part of the process. This chapter will give you a working understanding of the
JSPS and how it contributes to the alocation of defense resources. When you see this diagram at

the end of the chapter, it will not be as intimidating.
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Figure 2-1. JSPS: Strategic Foundation

CINC: Commander-In-Chief JOPES: Joint Operation & Execution System
DAS: Defense Acquisition System JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System
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Purpose

The JSPS is the planning sysem used by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS)
to sysematicaly study the nationd security environment and U.S. nationd security objectives. The
JSPS assesses threats, opportunities, and risk, and uses these assessments to evauate current
strategy and existing or proposed programs and budgets. The result of this processisto develop the
military strategy, forces, and programs necessary to achieve our nationd security objectives in a
resource-limited environment at an acceptable leve of risk.*

The JSPS provides a disciplined means to develop and organize the advice the CICS
provides to the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) and the President. It is aflexible system intended to
interact with the other components of the defense resource alocation process. The JSPS integrates
the nation’ s military strategy, resource needs, and operationd plans.

The JSPS is the primary, forma means by which the CJICS, in consultation with the other
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the combatant commanders (CINCs), carries out
the planning and policy responsibilities prescribed in Section 153(a), Title 10 of the U.S. Code.?
These gatutory responsibilities require the CICS to:

Perform assessments supporting the development of advice and assstance to the
National Command Authority (NCA).

Assg the NCA in providing for the strategic direction of the armed forces.
Prepare strategic plans.

Provide advice regarding program recommendations and budget proposals in
conformance with priorities established in srategic plans and by the CINCs

Keep these four responghilities in mind; we use them to organize the materid presented in
this chapter.

! Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CICS), Joint Strategic Planning System, CJCSI 3100.01A (Washington, DC: 1
September 1999, http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/3100_01a.pdf). This CICS Instruction provides joint policy
and guidance on, and describes the responsibilities and functions of, the Joint Strategic Planning System. Many of the
phrases and descriptions used in this chapter are from this source document.

2 U.S Code, http://wwwd.law.cornell.edu/uscode. This website lists the laws in force as of January 1998. Those that

pertain to U.S Armed Forces are found under Title 10, those that pertain to National Defenseare found under Title 50. A
detailed listing of U.S. Codes that affect defense resource allocation can be found in Appendix 2 of this textbook.
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Past

The Nationd Security Act of 1947 created the Nationa Military Establishment, later
renamed the Department of Defense. Title |1 of the Act established four agencies within DoD: the
War Council, the Munitions Board, the Research and Development Board, and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Though an ad hoc JCS had been created during World War 11 to organize the services to
fight, it now had datutory sanction as the principd military advisers to the President and the
Secretary of Defense.

The 1949 amendments to the Nationd Security Act provided for a chairman to preside
over the Joint Chiefs, but gave him no vote. These amendments aso increased the size of the Joint
Staff from 100 to 210 officers. The 1958 Reorganization Act devated the status of the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) and ensured him a vote in JCS decisions. The JCS took over staff
direction of the unified and specified commands from the services The reorganization aso
designated the JCS as a separate entity from the Office of the Secretary of Defense and affirmed
their separate access to the President. The Joint Staff was doubled in size and restructured with
directorates — J-1 through J-6 — replacing a variety of groups and committees.

The joint planning process has evolved congderably snce the Joint Chiefs of Staff
edtablished the Joint Program for Planning in 1952 (renamed as the Joint Strategic Planning System
in 1968). This precursor process was the firg effort by the JCS to systematicdly approach their
planning responsbilities. It called for the development of a series of long-, medium-, and short-range
plans designed to guide research and development; force planning; weapons procurement; budget
preparation; and the digposition, employment, and support of existing forces. Inter-service tensgons
made the development of these plans difficult and diminished their influence on the dlocation of
resources. Over the next three decades, executive and legidative action, as well as efforts within
DoD, attempted to improve the joint planning process. These efforts were intended to make the
process more responsive to the combatant commanders and to better ensure a coordinated,
baanced, and effective military force that supported the nationa strategy. These efforts proved to
have limited success and a generd dissatisfaction with the process persisted.

In the early 1980s, a sgnificant defense reform movement arose that culminated in the
Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 (GNA). This legidation
clarified and expanded the authority and responghilities of the Chairman. Two of the many results
of the GNA were the evolution of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) and the
decison to edablish the Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (JWCA) process. The JROC
and the IWCA process assist the CICSin prioritizing joint military requirements in order to execute
the nationd military strategy. Through a successon of governing directives, the JCS have further
revised and dreamlined the sysem. These changes have improved the Charman's ability to
discharge drategic planning responghilities and make an important contribution to the defense
budgeting and war-plan generating processes.
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Process

JSPS provides the mechanism whereby CJCS discharges Congressondly mandated
requirements contained in Title 10 of the U.S. Code. Recdll that there are four aspectsto the JSPS,
eech asociated with a Title 10 responghility: strategic assessment, strategic direction,
srategic plans, and programming advice. Our discusson of the process will build on these
aspects of the JSPS.

Though the JSPS is not a truly cyclic process in which one aspect has a distinct beginning
and end before the next aspect begins, thereisalogica flow within the process from one aspect to
another. In our earlier discussion of the documents, we saw afairly clear progresson in which one
document (such as the Joint Vison or the NMS) provides the foundation for formulating or revisng
other documents. The JPD and CPR egtablish a direct link with the PPBS and are calendar-driven
due to the nature of the budget cycle. Figure 2-2 illustrates the logica flow or progressive nature of
the JSPS. This basic diagram will be expanded as we discuss each aspect of the JSPS.
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Figure 2-2. JSPS: The Basic Process

Strategic Assessment

Assessment is at the heart of the JSPS because it supports the other aspects of this system.
It dlows the CICS to develop the direction, guidance, and advice upon which dl subsequent
planning is based. These assessments are continual and focus on those areas specificaly identified in
Section 153(a) of Title 10:

Assessing the ability of the NMS to achieve national security objectives.

Assessing the ability of the drategic and theater plans to accomplish the objectives of
the NMS.
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Assessing the capabilities of the U.S. armed forces to accomplish the tasks and
requirements of the dtrategic plans.

Assessing the capabilities of the U.S. armed forces and its alies compared to the
capabilities of potentid adversaries.

Assessing the preparedness (readiness) of each of the CINCs to carry out thelr
assigned missons.
Assessing how well the annua program recommendations and budget proposas of the

military departments and other components of DoD for a fiscd year conform to
SecDef’ s guidance and with the priorities of the CINCs

The JSPS assessments are accomplished and consolidated by the Joint Net Assessment
(INA) process. The INA encompasses the assessment efforts of the Joint Strategy Review (JSR)
process, which is part of the JSPS, the Chairman’'s Readiness System (CRS), and the JWWCA
process, which are closely coordinated with and support JSPS assessment efforts. Figure 2-3
illugtrates the strategic assessment component of the JSPS.
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JSR Annual
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Figure 2-3. JSPS: Strategic Assessment

CINC: Commander-In-Chief JSR: Joint Strategy Review

CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
CRS: Chairman’s Readiness System NSS: National Security Strategy

IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense

JNA: Joint Net Assessment QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review

JSPS: Joint Strategic Planning System
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Joint Net Assessment (JNA)

The JNA process is the overdl assessment package of the JSPS. It is the accumulation of
al assessments conducted within the Joint Staff and those done externd to the JSPS. Generally, the
JNA process draws upon the JSR and JWCA processes; in sum, it reviews both current and future
force capabilities relaive to nationa security objectives, drategic plans, and potentid adversaries. It
provides a dtrategic-level risk assessment and the basis for evaluating risk associated with dternative
drategies and force structures. Beyond the JSR and JWCA, the INA process draws from a
number of different sources that include war games, smulations, and studies conducted by the JCS,
CINCs, sarvices, and DoD agencies. Asaminimum, anet assessment is published every four years
and coincides with the SecDef's QDR. Additiona net assessments can result from significant
changes in the security environment, emerging threets, or at the direction of the NCA. Asyou can
see in Fgure 2-3, the INA process is condantly assmilating information and is the basis for
generating changes in drategic direction, strategic plans, and programming advice; therefore, it
facilitetes the integration of al aspects of the JSPS.

Joint Strategy Review (JSR)

The JSR is the primary means for the JCS to examine the drategic environment for
indicators that point to needed changes in the military srategy. It is a continuous process that
vaidates a common set of planning assumptions and provides a common reference point used by
other Joint Staff processes such as the WCA. The JSR examines current, emerging, and future
threats, strategic assumptions, opportunities; technologies, organization; doctrina concepts; force
dructures, military missons, and resource congraints. The results of the JSR are documented in
JSR Issue Papers and the JSR Annua Report. The Annua Report recommends changes to the
NMS and the Joint Vison, and aso affects the formulation of the NSS and JPD.

Chairman’s Readiness System (CRS)*

The CRS assists the CJCS in meeting his Title 10 responsibility to evauate the readiness of
military forces. It 5 designed to provide DoD leadership a current, macro-level assessment of the
military’s readiness to meet the demands of the NMS as assessed by the CINCs services, and
Combat Support Agencies (CSA)*. This system gives vishility to the traditiona readiness status of
units provided by the services as well as the CINCs' ahility to integrate and synchronize assgned
forces to accomplish their assgned JSCP missons.

%CJCS, Chairman’s Readiness System, CJCSI 3401.01B CH-1 (Washington, DC: 19 June 2000, http:/www.dtic.mil/doctrine/
jel/cjesd/cjesi/3401_01b.pdf). This CICS Instruction establishes uniform policy and procedures for assessing and
reporting the current readiness of the U.S. Armed Forcesin the Joint Monthly Readiness Review.

4Combat Support Agency (CSA): The Defense Agencies, authorized by the Secretary of Defense pursuant to the
provisions of Title 10, United States Code, perform selected support and service functions on a Department-wide basis;
Defense Agencies that are assigned wartime support missions are designated as Combat Support Agencies. CSAs provide
assessments in applicable joint readiness functional areas to the JS, 33. They also assist CINC staffs in assessing
readiness of functional areas in which the agency has specific expertise. See CICSI 3401.01B CH-1 Enclosure D for
further details. Also see Appendix 4 for a brief description of each CSA.
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The Joint Monthly Readiness Review (IMRR) is the centrd component of the CRS and
provides the Chairman with a broad assessment of current military readiness to fight across the
tactical, operational, and strategic levels of war. The VCJICS chairs the IMRR. Service Vice Chiefs,
Joint Staff Directorates, CINC liaison officers, CSA directors, and the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense for Readiness as the OSD representative attend the IMRR. An executive summary of the
JMRR is presented monthly to the Senior Readiness Oversight Council (SROC) chaired by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense. The SROC provides a quarterly readiness report to Congress.

Readiness deficiencies are andyzed and may be addressed by any combination of
operationd, policy, or fisca actions. Some deficiencies may be recommended for no action due to
the codt, benefit, and risk andysis. Most remedies focus on near-term actions (within the next two
years). Deficiencies that require long-term remedies may be recommended for consideration by a
JWCA team.

Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (JWCA)

The JWCA process is another mgor contributor to the overal strategic assessment aspect
of the JSPS. Although the IWCA process is not officidly a part of the JSPS, there is close
interaction among the JSR, CRS, and JWCA process.

Figure 2-4 shows the current warfighting mission and support areas assessed by JWCA
teams. It aso depicts the sponsors and team composition of each assessment area”

o Joint DoD
participants _ Staff Services OSD _ CINCs Agencies Others

Sponsors [ .
J2 | Intelliaence. Surveillance & Reconnaissance (ISR)
T T T T T
J3 | Information Superiority (IS)
| | | | T
J4 | Focused Logistics EFL)
T T T T
J5 | Strateﬁic Deterrence (SD) ]
T T T T
J6 | Communications and Computer Environment (CCE) l
T T T T
J8 | Full Dimensional Protection (FDP)
| | | | | | | | | T
J8 Precision Engagement (PE
T T T d IL (
J8 Dominant Maneuver (DM

Figure 2-4. JWCA Areas, Sponsors, & Participants

°CJCS The Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment Process, CIJCSI 3137.01A (Washington, DC: 22 January 1999,
http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/3137_01a.pdf). This CICS Instruction provides joint policy and guidance on
the role, organization, process interrel ationships, management, and operation of the IWCA process. Enclosure B isin the
process of being updated with the new JWCA architecture as shown in Figure 2-4.
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The following defines the domains of the current WCA mission and support aress.

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR): Assess ISR tasking, collection,
processing, exploitation, and dissemination cgpabilities that enable satisfaction of the
Joint Force Commander’s information requirements to gain and sustain Full Spectrum
Dominance. ISR dso plays a prominent role within the Joint Vison 2020 key endbler,
Information Superiority. As such, the ISR WCA will be integrdly involved in IWCA
asessments that examine capabilities required for Precison Engagement, Dominant
Maneuver, Full Dimensiona Protection, and Focused Logidtics.

Information Superiority (1S): Assess cgpabilities that enable joint forces to gain and
sugtain information superiority in order to achieve decison superiority usng command
and control (C2) functions and information operations (10) across the entire spectrum
of militay operations. By integraiing C2, 10, inteligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance and the communication and computer environment, IS enables the full
potentia of Dominant Maneuver, Precison Engagement, Full Dimensiond Protection,
Focused Logigtics, and Strategic Deterrence.

Focused Logigtics (FL): Assess the ahility to provide the joint force the right personne,
equipment, and supplies in the right place, a the right time, and in the right quantity,
across the full range of military operations as part of Joint Vison 2020. Through the lens
of Logidics Transformation, effectively link dl logidtics functions in the following aress
Force Hedth Protection, Joint Deployment and Rapid Didribution, Joint Thesater
Logisics Management, Agile Infrastructure, Multinational Logigtics, and Information
Fuson.

Strategic Deterrence (SD): Assess warfighting requirements and capabilities to deter
potentia adversaries from taking hogtile actions againgt U.S. or Allied interests. Includes
credible nuclear and conventiona forces, WMD counter-proliferation efforts, military
engagement activities, and posture of forward-based and deployed U.S. forces.

Communications and Computer Environment (CCE): Assess Joint architectures and
program requirements, and the cagpabilities of Joint, Combined, and Codition
warfighters to transport, control, manage, protect, defend, and process information
across the Globd Information Grid, to ensure interoperability and integration, as well as
conformance with the information environment goas of Joint VVison 2020.

Full Dimensiond Protection (FDP): Assess joint warfighting capabiilities to protect joint
force personnel and other assets required to decisively execute assgned tasks through
the tailored sdection and application of multilayered active and passive measures across
the range of military operations with an acceptable level of risk.

Precison Engagement (PE): Assess operations that link sensors, ddivery systems, and
effects. It includes the spectra of kinetic to non-kinetic weapons, letha to non-lethd
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effects, and peacetime to wartime operations. Its actions may include conventiond,
specia operations, or information operations forces.

Dominant_Maneuver (DM): Assess cgpabilities that enable joint forces to gan
advantage with decisive speed and agility by scaing and massing force or forces and the
effects of lethd or non-lethd fires through the application of information, deception,
engagement, mobility and counter-mobility capabilities.

The misson of the WCA teams is to enable the JROC to serve as the architect of the
future joint force. They asss the JROC in identifying a path to achieve Joint Vison 2020 and
beyond, and support the Chairman in executing his Title 10 responghilities. Specific focus and
priorities for the IWCA teams are derived from the Chairman’s guidance to the JROC. Recdl that
the JROC provides the oversight of the IWCA process with the assistance of the JRB.

This annual, cyclic process provides key assessments to the CICS for the development of
the CPR and CPA. Since these two documents support the SecDef' s development of the DPG and
evaduation of the service POMs, the timing of the WCA process is tied to the PPBS. Figure 2-5
shows the key events in the WCA cycle. The cycle begins at the top of the diagram with the
generation and gpproval of assessment topics.
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Figure 2-5. JWCA Cycle
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A few important points should be noted:

The “cdl for topics’ and “annud guidance’ involve identification and sdection of the
joint military cgpability issues that will be assessed during the upcoming cycle. These
issues come from various sources. the NMS, the Joint Vision implementation process,
previous CPRs or CPAS, the CINCs IPLs, or direct input from the CINCs, services,
JWCA team members, JROC, or JRB. The process can incorporate additiona topics
anytimein the cyde.

Assessments are continua throughout this cycle, with periodic reviews by the JRB and
JROC that provide further guidance and redirection as required.

The vidts to the CINCs ensure the process remains centered around the CINCs
warfighting requirements.

The off-gites dlow for JROC and JRB discussion of those issues that will be carried
forward and ultimately influence the development of the CPR and CPA.

The CPA isthe annud, mid-cycle output of the IWCA process. The CPRisthe annud,
end-of-cycle output of the JWCA process. The end of one cycle (ddivery of the CPR
to the SecDef) overlaps with the start of the next cycle (cdl for topics).

It isworth our time to capture the importance of the JWCA process, not only in terms of its
contributions to the JSPS, but also to the PPBS and the Requirements Generation and Defense
Acquigtion Sysems. The JWCA process is the mechanism that integrates al of the planning
systems that comprise the defense resource alocation process. Fgure 2-6 helps illudrate this
contribution. Notice how the CPR and CPA are positioned to demongtrate the linkage they provide
between the JSPS and the PPBS.
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Figure 2-6. JROC/JWCA Support of the JSPS
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The Chairman uses a variety of assessments to scrutinize dl eements of the JISPS. The JSR
focuses on the development of Strategy, the CRS readiness deficiencies, while the JWCA
process focuses on capabilities. Together they facilitate effective Srategic planning. The INA
process is composed of this entire package of assessments.

Strategic Direction

Based on the continual and extensive assessment we have just examined, the CICSis
prepared to assist the NCA in providing for the grategic direction of U.S. military forces. The
Chairman’s Guidance (CG) supports the assessment process and provides focus for the preparation
of the Joint Vison and the NMS. Both of these documents articulate strategic direction and are
updated on an “as required” bass when significant changes occur in the security environment. The
Vison and the NMS provide the foundation for the deveopment of drategic plans and
recommendations from the CJCS regarding the most effective dlocation of limited resources. Figure
2-7 highlights the strategic direction aspect of JSPS.

Process

RATES
S\ /Cx

Figure 2-7. JSPS: Strategic Direction

JNA: Joint Net Assessment NMS: National Military Strategy
JSPS: Joint Strategic Planning System NSS: National Security Strategy
JSR: Joint Strategy Review QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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Joint Vision Implementation

The Joint Visionprovides ajoint template for integrating Service operational
concepts and Service-unique capabilities within a framework of joint Doctrine, Organization,
Training, Materiel, Leadership and Education, People, and Facilities (DOTMLPF). It is
responsive to the challenges envisioned in the dynamic strategic environment described in
the Joint Strategy Review (JSR).

Implementation of the Chairman’s vision is key to achieving the “prepare now”
element of the current National Military Strategy (Shape, Respond, Prepare Now: A Military
Strategy for a New Era). It involves a continuous and iterative process managed by the J-7
and includes participation by the JCS, JROC, JWCA teams, CINCs, DoD agencies, and
services ® The implementation process consists of three closely related, iterative, continuous
components: (1) Joint Concept Development; (2) Joint Experimentation and Assessment; and
(3) Joint Integration and Implementation. During Joint Concept Devel opment, new joint
operational concepts, to be assessed during experimentation and assessment activities, are
developed with formal Service Headquarters, CINC, Joint Staff, and selected OSD agencies
coordination. Joint Experimentation and Assessment activities examines and evaluates
alternatives necessary to achieve the desired operational capabilities (DOCs) and articul ates
results in terms of recommended changes to joint DOTMLPF. The Joint Integration and
Implementation component initiates the process for effecting integration and implementation
of recommended changes to joint DOTMLPF. Figure 2-8 illustrates the components and key
activities included in the implementation process.
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Figure 2-8. Joint Vision I mplementation Process

6 cics, Joint Vision Implementation Master Plan, CJCSI 3010.02A (Washington, DC: 15 April 2001,
http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/3010_02a.pdf). This instruction conveys the Joint Vision Implementation
Master Plan (JIMP) and provides policy and guidance for implementation of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff's
(CICS's) longrange vision document, Joint Vision 2020, and subsequent CJCS Joint Vision documents. Many of the
phrases and descriptions used in this section are from this source document.
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Joint Concept Development

A concept is a notion or statement of an idea, an expresson of how something might be
done, that can lead to an accepted procedure. The Joint Concept Development component of Joint
Vison implementation is the process by which those ideas are explained to a degree of detail that
permits them to be explored through joint experiments and other assessment events. The Nationa
Security Strategy, the Nationd Military Strategy, the Defense Planning Guidance, and other Strategy
documents, dong with Service visions, future studies, and the JROC-approved strategic topics,
provide the basis for joint concept development. As described under the strategic assessment
aspect of the JSPS, the Joint Strategy Review (JSR) assesses the future Strategic environment and
suggests a spectrum of possibilities dong with a range of chalenges and opportunities that may be
faced in future years. This JSR andys's underpins the development and continuous revison of the
broad operationa concepts put forth in the Chairman's Joint Vision. The Chairman's Joint Vision
and associated 21st Century Challenges, Desired Operationa Capabilities (DOCs), and JROC
Strategic topics channd the Joint Concept Development Component.  The following products
result from these task andyses.

21% Century Challenges are a prioritized list of security challenges rdevant to the
future environment. Each “chdlenge’ conssts of a statement of the issue, a description
of the future environment, and a podtulate that links the chalenge to joint warfighting
operationa concepts. Chalenges will be broadly based on the Secretary of Defense's
criticad chdlenges in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). These challenges serve as
the rationale for investigating desired operationd capabilities.

Desired Operational Capabilities (DOCs) are the products of the examination of the
future operational environment and the 21% Century Challenges. A DOC is a concept-
based dsatement of the operationd capabilities required to satisfy a Joint Force
Commander’s needs across the full spectrum of conflict in the future and meet 21%
Century Challenge requirements. Each DOC expresses subordinate tasks, associated
conditions, and criteria for measurement. DOCs specify operationd capabilitiesin terms
of what must be done, but do not prescribe how to doit.

Joint Operational Capabilities (OC) are groups of tasks, which make up abroad
capability, or may themsalves be specific tasks. Whereas DOCs specify operationd
capabilities in terms of what must be done, OC attempt to describe how to do it to an
actionable level of detall eventudly leading to requirements generation. Examples may
include, but are not limited to, command and control (C2) fires, and close air support
(CAY)

The concept development process is iterative and alows the opportunity for reassessment
of DOCs as changes to technology and the operational environment become apparent and new
chdlenges are developed. In addition to facilitating the development of evolutionary joint operationa
concepts related to the implementation of the current vision (the next military), the process explores
far-term, revolutionary joint operational concepts that have potentid to drive and leverage new and
emerging technology to reshape the U.S. military for the future (the military after next). The process
aso generates near-term, innovative joint operational concepts that augment the cgpabilities of
exiding forces through the application of off-the-shef technology solutions and new force and
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sysememployment ideas.  Service Headquarters, CINCs, Joint Staff EAs and JWCAs may
initiate concept development keeping USIFCOM informed or provide input for Joint Concept
Development.

Joint Experimentation and Assessment

Joint experimentation and assessment component defines, evauates, and demongtrates
those emerging joint operationa concepts necessary to meet required joint capabilities.  This
component of the Joint Vision implementation process explores joint concepts that address the 21%
Century Challenges, DOCs, and joint OC to identify the DOTMLPF recommendations for change
necessary to create the future joint force. Joint Experimentation and Assessments are a collaborative
effort among USIFCOM and its Joint Experimentation Program, Services, and other CINCs,
Defense agencies, WCAS, and the Joint Staff. Joint Experimentation and Assessment will leverage
awide range of DOD capabilities to examine, test, and evauate aternatives developed during joint
concept development. Appropriate objectives, gods, criteria, and tasks will be developed to focus
evaduation efforts. Wargames, warrior and senior-leader seminars, working groups, quditative and
quantifiadble modeling and smulation anadyss, and combatant command exercises will explore a
variety of potentia future operations, innovative concepts, and options. Joint and Service advanced
warfighting experiments (AWE), advanced concept technology demongtrations (ACTDs), advanced
technology demongrations (ATDs), and joint warrior interoperability demongtrations (JWIDs) will
investigate projected technologica capabilities and architectures. Modding, smulations, joint
exercises, and actua operations will assist in evauating new operational concepts, technologies,
information processes, and organizationd structures and help further refine joint future operation
concepts.

USJFCOM ROLE IN JOINT CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT, EXPERIMENTATION & ASSESSMENT

Significant to Joint Concept Development is the role of the Commander in Chief of U.S,
Joint Forces Command (USJIFCOM). The SecDef has designated CINCUSIFCOM as the
Executive Agent for Joint Experimentation USIFCOM, in collaboration and forma coordination
with the Joint Staff, Services, CINCs and sdected Defense agencies will propose new joint
operationa concepts, along with measures of merit, to serve as the bads for exploring future joint
cgpabilities and operations through joint experimentation and assessments.  Additiona potentia
candidates for USIFCOM joint experimentation may be provided by OSD, the private sector, and
other sources. USIFCOM will ensure the overal integration of joint concepts and refine them
based on assessment results and Service and CINC input. USIFCOM will create and explore new
joint warfighting operationa concepts through a series of joint experiments and other assessment
activities. The findings from these experiments and other activities, weighed againg the bench mark
measures of merit (metrics), will be used to refine the concepts for further joint experimentation.
Each cyde may yidd insights for recommendations to co-evolve the dements of joint DOTMLPF.
Other recommendations that suggest changes to the underlying operational concepts are fed back
into the joint concept development component of the process to help the entire implementation
process remain on the correct course to the future. Within their area of respongbility, CICS
desgnated EAs, dong with designated Services, and CINC representatives will participate in
USIFCOM's continuous Joint Concept Development and Joint Experimentation and Assessment
and will monitor progressin support of CICS oversight.
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Joint Integration and Implementation

The recommendations resulting from joint experimentation and assessments are worked
through the Joint DOTMLPF Co-Evolutior/Integration and Implementation process, Figure 2-9,
which is designed to ensure tha the seven DOTMLPF consderaions of the Chairman's Joint
Vision are addressed in parallel and across dl operational concepts. This integration involvesdl of
the Joint Staff directorates, Services, Defense agencies, and CINCs as well as cross-organizationd
forums such as the JWCA teams, the JRB, and the JROC. Recommendations that have been
approved for implementation by the Chairman will be assgned to the DOTMLPF Integration Team,
chaired by the Director of the Joint Staff (DJS), for oversght and monitoring of co-evolution and
implementation.

Joint DOTML PF Co-Evolution/ Integration
and Implementation Process

DRB as RMA Recommen ded
. q T DOTMLPF JROC
OvAerS|ght Council . Changes ReviensValidates’
INE Recommends

CRD
ORD

Approved
Recommendations

AN Bay

Joint Staff, CINC’s, Services DOTMLPE
ntegration
Phase 2: Coordination and Approval Tga;;

Recomme¥ndations From:

> CINCs > ACTDs/ATDs

> Service Exp > DOD Agencies|

> Lessons > Joint Staff/
Learned Exec Agent

Implementation

Joint DOTMLPFE Functional Process Owners

Phase 1: Generation of
Recommendations Phase 3: | mplementation

Figure 2-9. Joint DOTMLPF Co-Evolution/I ntegration and I mplementation Process
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Strategic Plans

The Unified Command Plan (UCP) and the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) fulfill
the Chairman’s requirements to prepare strategic plans, and develop and review contingency plans.
The UCP assigns broad missions and respongbilities, and defines the areas of responsbility for each
of the geographic CINCs The JSCP is much more specific and provides the CINCs the detailed
guidance required for developing their operation plans using the Joint Operation Planning and
Execution Sysem The JSCP aso guides the CINCs in developing their TEPs. Designated CINC
operation plans and TEPs are reviewed by the CJCS and submitted to the SecDef for gpproval.
The JSCP incorporates and implements NCA guidance established in the SecDef’s Contingency
Panning Guidance (CPG). Figure 2-10 highlights the strategic planning aspect of the JSPS.

RATECG
S\ o

Joint
Vision

JSPS
L

Process

NMS

~RATEG,

SrrAaTEGW
Pl ANS

Figure 2-10. JSPS: Strategic Planning

CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance JSR: Joint Strategy Review

JNA: Joint Net Assessment NMS: National Military Strategy

JOPES: Joint Operation Planning & Execution System NSS: National Security Strategy

JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense
JSPS: Joint Strategic Planning System DR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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Programming Advice

The find aspect of the JSPS process involves the Chairman’s responsibility to provide
programming advice and assessment to the SecDef. The dbility to effectively link our nationa
military srategy and military objectives to actud capabilities is critical, epecidly in a resource-
congtrained environment. Such critical decisons are made in the PPBS and subsequently reconciled
in the federal budget process. If we get it right, we have the proper force, equipped and trained to
protect our nationd security interests, today and into the future. The decisons made in the PPBS
are shaped by the recommendations provided in the JPD and CPR, and the assessment contained in
the CPA. Figure 2-11 illudrates the programming advice aspect of the JSPS.

JSPS
[ ]

Process

ARATEG,

\STR \D
ATEG
Pl ANS

Figure 2-11. JSPS: Programming Advice

CINC: Commander-in-Chief JSCP:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan

CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSR: Joint Strategy Review

CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance NMS: National Military Strategy

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation NSS: National Security Strategy

IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists osD: Office of the Secretary of Defense

JNA: Joint Net Assessment PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
JOPES: Joint Operation Planning & Execution System

JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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Process Summary

Using the INA process (which encompasses the JSR, CRS, and JWCA process), the
JSPS assesses risk using current forces againgt projected threats, devel ops strategic direction (Joint
Vison and the NMS); and provides programming advice (JPD and CPR) that is a mgor input to
the PPBS. The JSPS uses the CPA to evauate forces programmed in the PPBS to help develop
subsequent changes to the military strategy and drategic plans (JSCP). The JSCP is the starting
point for JOPES and assigns missions to the CINCs who develop operation plans and theater
engagement plans to fulfill these missons Figure 2-12 summarizes this process by showing the
magjor documents that are generated by each aspect of the process and reemphasizing how the
process istied to the Chairman’s Title 10 responsbilities.

Title 10 CJCS Develops
Requirements: Advice: Products:
“Perform net JSR
assessments...” Annu;‘ CP
. o .
\y —
, < —
Ass_ls_t the SecDef Vision & Joiﬂt :
providing for the A N
strategic direction.” Strategy _|vision| |
D
“...prepare strategic SCP
plans...” J
—
1 m k f? "Q’
~-Mmaxe . Program
recommendations . JP
on requirements.” Requirements _
_—
Figure 2-12. JSPS: Process Summary
CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff JSCP:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSR: Joint Strategy Review
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation NMS: National Military Strategy
JPD: Joint Planning Document
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CINC Influence

To complete this section, it is important to reemphasize the role the warfighters play in
JSPS. One of the objectives of the Goldwater-Nichols Act (GNA) was to ensure the CINCshad
gopropriate influence on national defense matters, especidly with regard to the operationd
requirements of their commands. The JSPS is responsve to the CINCs and provides numerous
opportunities for the CINCs to affect all aspects of the system. Figure 2-13 illustrates the CINCs
influence on the process. The darkened boxes represent JSPS products and the processes that
produce them.

Joint

Vision NMS
Congressional *
Hearings )
Consultation
Collaboration, Consultation
Working /v
Acquisition Coordination
System

Requirements
Generation

Groups
Budget
Decisions

Readiness __—p [KOIRE)

Assessments
& Reports

Collaboration,

e JPD

JROC/JWCA

(IPLs) \

JROC/JWCA
(IPLs) @
Program J @
Decisions Service ] sspsicacs
CPA Programs O eees
Acquisition

Process

Figure 2-13. CINCs Influence on the JSPS

CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff JSCP:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JSR: Joint Strategy Review

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists NMS: National Military Strategy

JPD: Joint Planning Document PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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People

The JSPS belongs to the CICS. Though the Chairman is respongible for the effective and
efficient execution of this system, there are many other participants both internad and externd to
DoD. We will begin with the Joint Staff and then proceed to organizations outside the Office of the
JCS.

Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (VCJCYS)

The VCICS asssts the CICS and assumes the respongbilities of the Chairman in his
absence. Though the CJCS is desgnated as the chairman of the Joint Requirements Oversight
Council (JROC) by Title 10 of the U.S. Code, the CICS delegates this responsbility to the
VCJICS. In addition to these responsihilities, the VCICS dso serves as a member of the Defense
Resources Board and is the vice-chairman of the Defense Acquisition Board. (We will discuss these
councils and boards in more detail in other portions of the text.) By virtue of his role in these key
decisonr-making forums, the VCJICS is positioned to have sgnificant effect on the alocation of
resources within the Department of Defense.

The Joint Staff ’

Within the Joint Staff, respongibility for the management of the JSPS fdls to the Strategic
Plans and Policy Directorate (J-5). J5 is the focd point for the development of Strategic direction
and graegic planning for the CICS.

The Force Structure, Resources, and Assessment Directorate (J-8) provides advice to the
CJCS to enaure there is linkage between future U.S. military force structure and our nationd
objectives. The Director of the J8 normally serves as the Executive Secretary for the JROC. The
J-8 Directorate plans, coordinates, and integrates the activities of the Joint Warfighting Capaliilities
Assessment (WCA) teams that support the development of the Charman’s program
recommendetions.

Primary responghility for review of operation plans submitted by the CINCsresides with
the Operational Plans and Joint Force Development Directorate (J-7). Once reviewed, these plans
are forwarded to the SecDef for approval. J7 is dso the executive agent for implementing the
Chairman’s drategic vison (Joint Vison).

The Operations Directorate (J3), Readiness Divison, is the Joint Staff’s sngle point of
contact for al current readiness issues and assists the CICS in fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities to
evaluate and report readiness. The Readiness Divison manages the Chairman’s Readiness System,
which provides uniform policy and procedures for reporting the ability of the armed forces to meet
the demands of the Nationad Military Strategy (NMS). Readiness issues that require long-term
programmatic solutions are passed to the IWCA process for assessment.

Close coordination among the -3, J-5, J-7, and J-8, aswell asthe other directorates within

" Appendix 1, p. 16 of this text provides the organizational structure of the Joint Staff. A detailed description of the
functions of each of the Directorates of the Joint Staff can be found on the Internet: http://www.dtic.mil/jcs.
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the Joint Steff, is critica. Using inputs from the organizations and agencies addressed below, these
Joint Staff directorates craft policy, strategy, force planning, and resource alocation guidance.

Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC)?
The JROC isrequired by Section 181(b) of Title 10 to assist the CICSin:

Identifying and assessing the priority of joint military requirements (including exiging
systems and equipment) to support the nationd military strategy.

Conddering dternatives to any acquisition program that has been identified to meet
military requirements by evauating the cogt, schedule, and performance criteria of the
program and of the identified dternatives.

Assgning joint priority among existing and future programs that meet valid requirements
and reflect resource levels projected in SecDef’ s planning guidance.

These respongbilities are associated not only with the JSPS, but also support the Planning,
Programming, and Budgeting System; the Requirements Generation System; and the Defense
Acquigtion Sysem (These functions of the JROC will be explained in Chapters 3 and 4.) The
JROC, supported by the IWCA process, is not officidly a part of any of the decison-making
systems depicted in Figure 2-1 on page 2-1. However, it isclosdly tied to and supports al of them.
We view this complementary process as the glue that bonds the systems together. The composition
of the JROC isshown in Figure 2-14.

Joint Requirements Oversight Council

Chairman Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Executive Director, J-8 (Force Structure, Resources

Secretary & Assessment Directorate)
Members «Vice Chief of Naval Operations

« Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps
« Vice Chief of Staff of the Army
« Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force

Figure 2-14. JROC Composition

8 cJcs Charter of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council, CJCSI 5123.01A, Washington, DC: 8 March 2001, http://
www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/5123_0lapdf). This CICS Instruction establishes and empowers the JROC as an
advisory council to the CJCS and delineates its composition and responsibilities. Many of the phrases and descriptions
used in this chapter are from this source document.
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Joint Requirements Board (JRB)

The JRB is a subordinate organization of the JROC and is composed of flag and generd
officers from each of the services. The JRB members are normdly officers who are involved with
the services requirement processes. The JROC Secretary (Director of J-8) chairs the JRB. The
JROC established the JRB and codified it in the JROC Charter to support the JROC by overseeing
and integrating the IWCA process and shaping and honing the topics and issues that require JROC
atention.’

Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (JWCA) Teams

Teams of warfighting and functiond area experts conduct the assessments assgned by the
JROC. The JWCA teams are composed of personnd from the Joint Staff, unified commands,
sarvices, Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), DoD agencies, and others as required. A Joint
Staff director sponsors each team. These assessment teams provide the anayses that underpin JRB
and JROC decisions and recommendations.® See Figure 2-4 on page 2-7 for the composition of
the IWWCA teams.

Next we will look a some of the organizations and agencies externa to the Joint Staff that
participate in the JSPS.

National Security Council (NSC)

At the top of the strategic planning hierarchy, the NSC prepares national security guidance
that, with Presdentid gpprovd, establishes national security policy. Section 404(a) of Title 50
requires that the Presdent annudly submit to Congress a comprehensive report on the Nationa
Security Strategy (NSS) of the United States along with the Presdent’s Budget. The NSS, dong
with other policy decisions, provides the basis for DoD’ s planning and programming. ™

Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)™
Section 113(g) of Title 10 requires the SecDef to annuadly provide:

DoD components with written policy guidance for the preparation and review of
program recommendations and budget proposals, which includes guidance on nationd
security objectives and palicies; the priorities of mlitary missons, and the resource
levels projected to be available.

° CJCSI 5123.01A, p. A-86.

9 cics The Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment Process, CJCS| 3137.01A (Washington, DC: 22 January 1999,
http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/3137_0l1a.pdf). This CICS Instruction provides joint policy and guidance on
the role, organization, process interrel ationships, management, and operation of the JWCA process.

1 National Defense University, Joint Forces Staff College Pub 1: The Joint Staff Officer’s Guide 2000, Norfolk, VA, 2000,
http://www.jfsc.ndu.edu (click on the Joint Staff Officer's Guide link to gain access to JFSC Pub 1). pp. 1-4 and 1-5,
provide a more detailed explanation of the organization and function of the National Security Council. The National
Security Council homepage, http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/index.html, provides additional information.

12 Appendix 1, p. A-1-3 provides the organizational structure of the Office of the Secretary of Defense
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The CJCS with written policy guidance for the preparation and review of contingency
plans.

Additionally, Section 118 of Title 10 requires the SecDef, in consultation with the CICS, to
conduct a Quadrennid Defense Review (QDR) to coincide with the beginning of a new
adminigration.® The QDR is a comprehensive assessment of the defense strategy, force structure,
force modernization plans, infrastructure, budget plans, and other elements of DoD programs and
policies. The QDR Report provides a blueprint for a strategy-based, balanced, and affordable
defense program for the next 20 years. Upon completion of the review, the CICS submits an
assessment of the QDR to the SecDef. The SecDef then submits the QDR Report (including the
Chairman’s assessment) to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of
Representatives.

Military Departments (Services)

As full participants in the JSPS, the services have an opportunity to provide their
perspectives during the formulation of each of the JSPS documents. Additiondly, the JSPS captures
the ongoing anayses conducted by the services in the form of wargames, experiments, other studies,
and professond symposiums. The sarvices dso participate in the Chairman’s Readiness System
(CRS) and JWCA process, providing further input to the assessment efforts that shape the outputs
of the JSPS.

Combatant Commanders (CINCs)

The CINCs are warfighters who execute the military Strategy; ther input to the JSPSis
critica. Like the services, CINCs participate fully during the formulation of the JSPS documents. In
particular, the CINCs annudly submit their Integrated Priority Lists. These have sgnificant effect on
the development of the JSPS products that furnish the Chairman’s programmatic and budgetary
advice. The CINCs adso provide a great dedl of input to the assessment aspect of the JSPS through
participation in the CRS and the IWCA process.

Joint Forces Command (JFCOM)

In addition to the responghilities as a combatant commander, the Commander in Chief of
U.S. Joint Forces Command (CINCUSIFCOM) has a specid role in the resource dlocation
process. The SecDef has designated CINCUSIFCOM as executive agent for conducting joint
warfighting experimentation within DoD. This effort supports the implementation of the CICS's
Vison (Joint Vision 2020). Through joint experimentation, CINCUSIFCOM explores new joint
warfighting concepts and capabilities then determines the implications for changing doctrine,
organization, traning, materid, leadership and education, personnd, and facilities.
CINCUSIFCOM recommends changes identified by this process to CJCS. The JROC assesses
and vdidates changes that involve joint warfighting capabilities (materid).

B Congress first mandated this requirement in the National Defense Authorization Act of 1996. Congress made the QDR a
permanent requirement in the National Defense Authorization Act of 1999.
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DoD Agencies

Much like the CINCs and services, the DoD agencies paticipate fully in the JSPS,
providing important input to the formulation of the JSPS documents. DoD agencies provide
representation to the various IWCA teams as required. For example, the Defense Intelligence
Agency prepares basdline intelligence assessments and provides strategic planning advice to support
the JSPS and the development of each of the JSPS documents.

Products

There are numerous documents associated with the JSPS. Many of these documents
provide input or feedback to the JSPS. We will start by covering some of the more important
“input” documents, then focus on those that are products of the JSPS. Before you start reading
through the list of documents, take some time to study Figure 2-15. Mogt of the documents we will
discuss are located on the diagram. Those that are darkened represent the products of the JSPS
and the rest are “input” documents or documents associated with the PPBS. The arrows represent
some of the interaction among the documents. As you work your way through this section, you will
redlize we could draw many more arrows to fully capture the interactive nature of the JSPS.

President,
NSC

Secretary
of Defense,
osD
Chairman,
Jcs,
Joint Staff,
JROC
Services
CINCs
Figure 2-15. JSPS Documents
CINC: Commander-In-Chief JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment  JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance JSR: Joint Strategy Review
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation NMS: National Military Strategy
DPG: Defense Planning Guidance NSC: National Security Council
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists NSS: National Security Strategy
JCS: Joint Chiefs of Staff OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense
JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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National Security Strategy (NSS)

National The NSC develops the NSS, which
edablishes the ndion's grand drategy and
addresses dl dements of nationa power used to
achieve our nationd gods and objectives. This
. National Security Gouncil: President's Signature document provides overdl guidance for the
: Grand Strategy/Elements of National Power de/dopmmt of the dde,]% Sra@ prajucaj by

WHEN:  Annual (with Budget Submission)

WHERE National Security Council Planning OSD and the Nalond Ml“tay Sra@y (NMS), a
WHY Title 50, Section 404a

CLASS: UNCLAS product of the JSPS.

Security
Strateg

Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report

The QDR is a collaborative effort between

uadrennial . . . S

Dgense Review OSD ad the_Jomt Staff, with extengve participation

Report from the srvices and the CINCs The QDR report

contans the results of the review, incuding an

WHO:  OSD/Joint Staff: SecDef Signature assessment of the globa security environment, the

WHAT: ggfseer;ss?nsetrr]?;egy, Force Structure, Modernization defm% Srat@y, md dtan&|ve defm% pogura

WHERE: Associated with PPBS (Planning) The QDR md the mnmts and
WHEN: With a New Administration (every 4 years) . .

WHY:  Title 10, Section 118 recommendations it produces affect al aspects of

s the resource dlocation process. The Joint Staff

considers these assessments and recommendations
in their own ongoing assessments. The QDR report is presented to Congress and will likey
influence funding for future forces. The NSC congders this report when it formulates the NSS.
Contingency Planning Guidance (CPG)

The CPG is the means by which the SecDef

Contingency fulfills the anual requirement to provide written policy
Planning guidance to the CJCS for the preparation and review
Guidance of contingency plans. The SecDef consuits with the
_ - CXCS while formulaing this guidance and gets

WHQ: OSD: USD (Policy) - Presidential Approval . . . . .
WHAT: Preparation & Review of Contingency Plans presidentiad gpprovd once it is findized. The CPG
LA A directly affects the formulation of the Joint Strategic
L Title 10, Scton 1302 Capabilities Plan (JSCP), which is one of the products
NOTE: Affects JSCP (Also Sent Directly to CINCs) of the JSPS. For example the CPG includes national-

level guidance or policy which isincluded in the JSCP.

2-25



Defense Planning Guidance (DPG)

Defense
Planning
Guidance

OSD: PA&E - SecDef Signature

Planning & Programming Guidance to Services
& Agencies for POM Development

Annual (March)
:  PPBS (Planning Phase)
Title 10, Section 113(g)
. SECRET
lllustrative Planning Scenarios Appended

The DPG fulfills the SecDefs Title 10
responsbility to provide the services and defense
agencies with guidance for the preparation of their
program recommendations and budget proposas. The
DPG is formdly pat of the planning phase of the
PPBS and will be covered more thoroughly in Chapter
3. While the DPG’s primary purpose is establishing
SecDef’s plaming and programming guidance to the
savices for the deveopment of their Program
Objective Memoranda (POMs), it dso provides the

defense drategy (including regiond application) and the planning guidance to support that strategy.
Many of the JSPS products represent CICS advice that affects the formulation of the DPG. In turn,
guidance provided in the DPG feeds back into the JSPS to influence subsequent assessments and

planning.
Integrated Priority Lists (IPLS)

CINCs
: Priority Requirements

: Annual (November)
: JOPES » JSPS/JWCA/PPBS
Title 10, Section 153(a)(4)
. SECRET
:  To SecDef & CJCS (Copy to Services)

In accordance with Title 10, the CJCS assdts
the SecDef’s oversight of CINC activities and serves
as ther spokesman, especidly with regard to their
operationd requirements. The IPLs are the formd
means by which the CINCs identify those areas that
require priority attention during program development.
They are submitted annualy to the SecDef and CICS
with copies to the services. IPLs affect the formulation
of SecDef’s DPG and subsequent development of the
savice programs. They are aso important in the

JWCA process and affect the formulation of the Chairman’s Program Recommendation (CPR) and
the Chairman’s Program Assessment (CPA); both are documents associated with the JSPS and

directly influence the PPBS.
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Theater Engagement Plans (TEPs) **
In order to integrate and manage military

Theater engagement activities, the geographic CINCs are

Engagement required to develop TEPs. These engagement plans

Plans include dl military activities intended to shape the

WHO:  Geographic CINCs (Reviewed by CICS & USD Policy) mnty enVi ronmmt duri ng pea:al me md ae b&j
AL ecetime (covers an Byear parod) on planning guidance provided in the Joint Strategic
ey A amul (Octonen) Capabilities Plan (JSCP) and SecDef guidance
Weie: Tl 10, Socto 104/ THa 10, Sacton 5D included in the CPG. CINCs submit TEP Strategic
NOTE. Manming Guidance provided in J5CP. Concepts to the CJCS for review biennidly, while

Integrated into the "Global Family of Engagement Plans."

TEP Activity Annexes are submitted annudly to the
USD Palicy. CICS integrates these plans into the “globa family of engagement plans’ and forwards
this family of plans to the Under Secretary of Defense (Policy) for review. The TEP preparation
process is designed to coincide with criticad JSPS and PPBS decison points. This ensures the
resource requirements needed to support the CINCs engagement activities are consdered during
the development of DoD programs and budgets.

Although there is much additiona input to the JSPS, you now have reviewed the more
important documents and it is time to move on to the products generated by the JSPS. When we
cover the assessment aspect of the JSPS in the next section, you will see that this continuous
assessment process facilitates the integration of al aspects of the JSPS and is the basis for dl the
JSPS documents. The documents that follow are organized with regard to the four aspects of the
JSPS: dtrategic assessment, strategic direction, srategic plans, and programming advice.

Joint Strategy Review (JSR) I ssue Paper s—Strategic Assessment

When sgnificant changes or factors in the strategic environment are identified, J-5 prepares
issue papers that are used to consder changes to other JSPS documents. The JSR Issue Papers
may be provided to the CICS, JCS, and the CINCsfor their review and comment. Issues selected
for senior leadership review will be summarized in the JSR Annua Report.

¥ cics Theater Engagement Planning, CJCSM 3113.01 (Washington, DC: 31 May 2000, http://www.dtic.mil/
doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsm/m311301.pdf). This CICS Manual sets forth guidelines and procedures for the geographic CINCs
and executive agents to develop Theater Engagement Plans. CJCS, Responsibilities for the Management and Review of
Theater Engagement Plans, CJCSI 3113.01 (Washington, DC: 1 April 1998, http://www.dtic.mil/
doctrine/jel/cjesd/cjcsi/311301.pdf). This CJCS Instruction establishes responsibilities and procedures for the
management and review of Theater Engagement Plans submitted to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
integration into the global family of engagement plans.
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JSR Annual Report—Strategic Assessment
The JSR Annud Report presents the JCS's

Joint Strategy Review view of the future security environment and
recommends changes to the NM S and the Chairman’s
drategic vison The report dso affects the
: Joint Staff: J-5 - CICS Signature devdopment of the NSS and the Joint Planning
e Document (JPD). This report normaly covers a 20-

pases year assessment window and results from the
o o continuous assessments that occur during the JSR
+ Recommends hanges to Joint Vision & NMS process. A Joint Working Group headed by the 35
and composed of representatives from the services,
the Joint Staff, and the CINCs prepare the JSR. The report is normaly published by the 14t of

August each year and includes:
Significant trends expected to have drategic effect on the future security environment.

Assumptions. Supposed developments or conditions accepted as subgtitutes for facts
about the future that cannot be known.

Potentid dternative future environments.

Strategic implications important in formulating or executing military strategy in these
dternative future environments.

Potential effects of these future environments on the conduct of military operations.

Strategic indicators used to monitor the evolution of trends and the vdidity of
assumptions.

Recommended changesto the NMS and Joint Vison
Note: The CXCS ultimately decides what focus, timeframe, etc. is addressed in each JSR.

Chairman’s Guidance (CG)—Strategic Direction

The CG provides a common set of assumptions, priorities, intent, and criticd planning
factors for the development of future strategies and plans. It guides the Joint Staff in preparing the
Chairman’sVison and drafting the NMS. The CG is not dways published as a separate document,
but frequently embedded as an integra part of the process of developing strategic direction.
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Joint Vision—Strategic Direction

Joint Vision
(Chairman’s Vision)

Joint Staff: J-5/3-7 - CJCS Signature
:  Strategic Direction
: As Required
WHERE: JSPS
Title 10, Section 153(a)(1)
CLASS: UNCLAS
NOTES: J7 Responsible to Coordinate Implementation

This document is a long-range vison tha
provides a common foca point for future planning and
suggests concepts for operating within the projected
Security  environment. Joint Vison is a conceptua
template that provides common direction for the
sarvices in developing the core competencies they
contribute to joint warfighting. It provides a means to
Sudy the implications of emeqging threds,
technologies, and globa changes. These implications
include effects on joint doctrine, future force structure,
requirements, and capabilities. The J-5 prepares the

Joint Vison on an “as required” basis and the J-7 isrespongble for itsimplementation. The JROC,
JRB, and JWCA teams support the assessment process that underpins the implementation effort.
This document is o cdled the Chairman’s vison or the Chairman’s srategic vison.

National Military Strategy (NM S)—Strategic Direction

National
Military
Strateg

J-5: CJCS Signature
: Strategic Direction

: As Required
. JSPS
Title 10, Section 153(a)(1)
: UNCLAS

The NMS is one of the means by which the
Chairman, in consultation with the JCS, the services,
and the CINCs provides advice and assistance to the
NCA regarding the strategic direction of U.S. armed
forces. The NMS describes how U.S. military
capabilities support the nationa security objectives
prescribed in the NSS. The NMS describes the
drategic environment, defines the naionad military
objectives, outlines the strategy to accomplish these
objectives, and addresses the military capabilities

required to execute the strategy. The NM S provides the dtrategic direction for the development of
the JSCP and JPD, and assists the SecDef's preparation of the DPG. The NMS is revised and
republished by the J-5 on an “as required” basis.
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Unified Command Plan (UCP)—Strategic Plans

Unified
Command
Plan

CJCS - J5: SecDef Review, President’s Signature
Establishes Unified/Specified Commands
Every 2 Years (or less)
- Associated with JSPS
Title 10, Section 161(b)
. SECRET

The UCP edtablishes the unified and specified
combatant commands. It assgns primary tasks,
describes generd respongibilities of the commanders
(CINC9), defines their authority, edablishes
command reaionships, and identifies geographic
aress of responsihility.” The CJCS is responsible for
periodic review (at leest every two years) of the
missions, responshilities, geographica  boundaries,
and force Structure of each combatant command. The
CJCS recommends changes to the President through
the SecDef. Though the UCP is not an officd

product of the JSPS, it is closdy associated with the activities of this planning system.

Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP)—Strategic Plans

../
Joint Strategic
Capabilities Plan
WHO:

: Joint Staff: J-5 - CJCS Signature
:  Specific guidance & tasking to CINCs & Services

. Every 2 Years (or less)
= JSPS

Title 10, Section 153(a)(2)
: TOP SECRET

:  Start Point for JOPES (CINCs’ Operational Plans)
Also provides tasking & guidance for CINCs’ TEPs

The SecDef delegates the directive authority
found in the JSCP to the CIJCS. Whereas the UCP
assigns very broad missons and respongbilities, the
JSCP provides specific guidance to the CINCsand
the Service Chiefs to accomplish tasks and missions
based on current military capabilities and/or thrests.
The JSCP provides a coherent and focused
framework designed to integrate the ddiberate
operation and engagement planning activities of the
entire joint planning and execution community. The

Provides planning guidance, assumptions, and objectives to the CINCs

Provides planning guidance to the services and DoD agencies for supporting the
CINCs execution of assigned objectives and tasks.

Tasks the CINCsto develop ddiberate plans, including operation plans, concept plans,
and functiona plans for contingencies and deterrence.

Tasks the CINCsto develop Theater Engagement Plans for peacetime engagement.

Designates those plans to be submitted for CICS review and SecDef approval.

Apportions mgor combat forces, srategic lift, and pre-positioned assets expected to
be available from both active and reserve component forces.

!> The Joint Saff Officer’s Guide 2000, Chapter 1, provides additional information on the Unified Command Plan.
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Provides an intelligence assessment of the globa threat environment and the probability
of smdler-scae contingencies in various countries throughout the world.

Supplementd Ingtructions, published separately, provide additiona planning guidance and
amplification of tasking for planning in specific functiona aress.

The JSCP implements the guidance forwarded in the SecDef's CPG and, dong with the
CINCs plans, supports and implements the objectives of the NMS. The JISCPisthe link between
drategic planning and joint operationa planning conducted through the Joint Operation Planning and
Execution System (JOPES). The JSCP is reviewed continualy and republished when a change in
the drategic environment or some other requirement necesstaies a revison (typicdly it is
republished every two years).

Joint Planning Document (JPD)—Programming Advice
The JPD, the Charman's Program

Joint Planning Recommendation (CPR), and the Chairman’s Program
Assessment (CPA) fulfill the Charman's datutory
repongbility to provide programming advice and
. Joint Staff: 3-5/0-8 - CICS Signature assessment to the SecDef. The JPD provides planning
o oread IP(rgifbn;:ingAdVice and broad programming recommendations and advice
- J5PS to the SecDef for consgderation during preparation of
| he i Seeton 152 00 the Defense Planning Guidance. The JPD informs the
- Early Recommendations for DPG JROC and JWCA teams of the programming direction
and priorities of the Chairman that contribute to the

subsequent development of the CPR and CPA. The JPD:
Is submitted sx months in advance of the scheduled publication of the DPG.

Is extensvely coordinated within the Joint Staff, then with the services, CINCs and
appropriate DoD agencies.

Reflects the Chairman’s planning guidance based on the NMS, Joint Strategy Review,
Joint Vison, and the JSCP.

Identifies critica capability shortfalsin meeting the NMS.
Emphasizes the Chairman’s priorities.

Each of the chapters in the JPD addresses a specific functiona area and is prepared by the
gppropriate Joint Directorates. The following chapters are typically addressed in the JPD:

Chapter 1 — Manpower and Personnd (J-1 lead)
Chapter 2 — Joint Readiness (J-3 lead)

Chapter 3 — Command and Control (J-6 lead)
Chapter 4 — Weapons of Mass Destruction (J-5 lead)
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Chapter 5 — Intdlligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (J-2 lead)
Chapter 6 — Information Operations (J-3 lead)

Chapter 7 — Interoperability (J7 lead)

Chapter 8 — Strategic Mobility and Sustainahility (-4 lead)

Chapter 9 — Theater Engagement - Overseas Presence (J-5 lead)
Chapter 10 — Future Cgpabilities (J-8 lead)

Chairman’s Program Recommendation (CPR)—Programming Advice

Whereas most  organizations within - DoD
Chairman’s paticipate in the formulation of the JPD, the CPR

Program communicates  the  Charman's  persond
Recommendation

recommendations directly to the SecDef regarding
CICS (Personal to SecDel) priorities for the DPG. While the JPD provides early
Program Recommendations planning and broad programmatic advice, the CPR
SROCMCA. Aesoratewith 3575 comes later in the process, considersthe programming
Title 10, Section 153 (a)(4) priorities and direction presented in the JPD, and
SECRET (Close Hold)

Just Prior to DPG Being Published provides more specific recommendations on programs
of greatest concern to the Chairman.

The CPR development process focuses on recommendations that enhance joint readiness,
promote joint doctrine and training, or better satisfy joint warfighting requirements. Using the IWCA
process, the JROC compiles much of the substance of these recommendations from its discussons
with the CINCs The CJCS consders these recommendations in formulating the CPR.

The SecDef can incorporate al, part, or none of the CPR in the DPG. Since the Service
Vice Chiefs, as members of the JROC, are involved in framing and reviewing the issues that are
forwarded to the CJCS for condderation, the services can take these issues into account as they
prepare their POMs.

Chairman’s Program Assessment (CPA)—Advice & Assessment
The CPA is the means through which the CICS fulfills Title 10 responghbilities to:

Advise the SecDef on the extent the program recommendations and budget proposals
of the military departments and other components of the DoD conform to the priorities
edtablished in srategic plans and support the CINCS priorities.

Submit to the SecDef dternative program recommendations and budget proposas,
within projected resource levels and guidance provided by SecDef, to achieve greater
conformance with established priorities.
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] The CPA is the Chairman’s “report card” on
Chairman’s the sarvices programming efforts. It summarizes and

AS': gfsrr?gm communicates the Charman’'s views on the baance
and capabilities of the POM force and support levels
CJCS (Personal to SecDef) I'GJUI I’Gj tO atta n OUI’ nal Ond SECUI’Ity Obj &tlv%.
:  Program Assessment
N e (September) The CPA serves as key input back to the
Bt Tt St s ISP A PPES ongoing assessments of the JSPS and will influence
SECRET (Close Hold) subsequent strategic planning efforts. Whereas the JPD

Between POMs & PDM |1

and CPR “trangport” the planning efforts from the JISPS
to the PPBS, the CPA ties the PPBS back into the
JSPS. In Chapter 3 you will learn how the CPA affects the programming phase of the PPBS.

Inputs to the CPA are based heavily on the requirement issues assessed in the WCA
process. Figure 2-16 illustrates how the JPD, CPR, and CPA function in concert to fulfill the
Chairman’ s respongbility to provide programming advice and assessment.

Programming advice provided by the Chairman is developed through
anumber of complementary processes and is communicated to the
Secretary of Defense through the Joint Planning Document, the
Chairman’s Program Recommendation, and the Chairman’s Program
Assessment.

* CJCS assessment of Services’ programs

* Provides advice on alternative programs

* Influence on the SecDef’s program decisions

» Feeds back into the JSPS assessment process

POM Submission '

* Supports the broad programming advice in the JPD

* Adjusts priorities

 Specifics on programs of greatest concern

* CJCS's advice to shape final Defense Planning Guidance

*

* Early, authoritative advice of the CJICS

* Focus on strategic programming direction

* Extensive input and coordination

* Supports initial draft of the Defense Planning Guidance

/
I

Figure 2-16. CJCS Programming Advice & Assessment

Congratulations!! We have findly worked our way through the process, people, and various
documents associated with the JSPS.
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Plug-in

At this point, you should be on your way toward a working understanding of the JSPS and
an appreciaion tha the JSPS does not function as an isolated system; it is mutualy supporting and
synchronized with the PPBS and provides the starting point for JOPES. We will cover the PPBSin
the next chapter. While JOPES is covered in another part of the Naval War College curriculum, you
need to know that JOPES transforms strategy, missions, and forces into operation plans. JOPES
generates war plans through the deliberate planning process and operation orders through the crisis
action planning process. In short, JOPES provides executable plans to use assgned forces in
support of nationa security.

In the process of developing strategy and plans, the interaction between the JSPS and
JOPES aso identifies requirements or capability deficiencies. While some of these deficiencies can
be resolved by changes in doctrine, organization, training, or other nonmaterid means, others
require materiel solutions—the acquisition of wegpons systems and equipment. The criticd
deficiencies appear in the CINCs IPLs. These deficiencies are addressed in the JPD and CPR as
programming advice and affect progranming and budgeting decisions made in the PPBS.*® In the
federal budget process, Congress then decides whether or not to gppropriate funds against the DoD
budget proposas. While these program and budget decisions are being made, the requirements are
dudied and vdidated as potentid acquisition programs. The Defense Acquigtion System (DAYS)
gpplies the funds provided from the interaction between the PPBS and federa budget process to
the requirements generated from the interaction between the JSPS and JOPES, resulting in the
operationd capabilities necessary to execute our military drategy. Figure 2-17 illudtrates this
ongoing interaction among the components of the resource alocation process.

8 cJCS Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Commander in Chiefs of the Combatant Commands, and Joint Staff
Participation in the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System, CJCSI 8501.01 (Washington, DC: 1 April 1999,
http:www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/8501_01.pdf). This CJCS Instruction describes participation by the CJCS,
CINCs, and Joint Staff in the PPBS
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Figure 2-17. Defense Planning I nterrelationships

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JOPES: Joint Operation Planning & Execution System
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JPD: Joint Planning Document
DAS: Defense Acquisition System JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
DoD: Department of Defense JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists JSR: Joint Strategy Review
JMRR: Joint Monthly Readiness Report NMS: National Military Strategy
PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System

Figure 2-18 is another way of looking at how the JSPS plugs into the overdl resource
allocation process. Notice how some of the JSPS documents are event driven (Joint Vison and the
NMS), while others are caendar driven (the JPD, CPR and CPA). JSPS-associated documents

are darkened for emphasis.
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Figure 2-18. JSPS: Calendar Relationships
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JRB: Joint Requirements Board
CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JSCP:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CRS: Chairman’s Readiness System JSR: Joint Strategy Review
DPG: Defense Planning Guidance JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists NMS: National Military Strategy
JNA: Joint Net Assessment NSS: National Security Strategy
JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review

The submisson of the Presdent’s Budget to Congress is a key benchmark in the resource
dlocation process and drives events in the PPBS, which in turn drive certain events in the JSPS.
This diagram does not include arrows that indicate the interrelationships among the many documents
we have discussed in this chapter. A good review would be to oend allittle time on this caendar
and see if you can work through some of these rdationships. If you need some help, go back to

Figure 2-15 on page 2-24 and make a comparison.

The JSPS is the first component of the resource dlocation process covered in this text
because it provides the drategic foundation for the rest of the components of the process.
Subsequent chapters will address the remaining components in detail and will continue to bring the

entire process into focus.
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Chapter 3

Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System

The intent of this chapter is to give you a working understanding of the PPBS and how it
contributes to resource dlocation decisons. Figure 3-1 provides a general sense of the PPBS cycle
and illugtrates how it interacts with the other components of the defense resource alocation process.
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CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JOPES: Joint Operation Planning & Execution System
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JPD: Joint Planning Document
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DoD: Department of Defense JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists JSR: Joint Strategy Review
JMRR: Joint Monthly Readiness Report NMS: National Military Strategy
PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
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Purpose

The Panning, Programming, and Budgeting Sysem (PPBS) provides the Secretary of
Defense a forma, systematic structure for making decisons which links the overal nationa security
drategy to specific defense programs. It produces a plan, a program and, findly, a budget for the
Department of Defense (DoD). The budget is forwarded to the President for his gpprova. The
President’s Budget is then submitted to Congress for authorization and appropriation.” In addition
to preparing a defense budget, the SecDef is required to submit to Congress each year a Future-
Y ears Defense Program (FY DP) reflecting the estimated expenditures and proposed appropriations
included in the DoD portion of the President’s Budget.

The ultimate objective of PPBS s to provide the combatant commanders (CINCs) with the
best mix of forces, equipment, and support attainable within fisca condraints. So while many think
of the defense budget as the output of PPBS, the budget is redly a means to the end. In this light,
the purpose of PPBS is to make a proposa that will field the forces and capabilities required to
execute our defense strategy.

Past

The Rand Corporation developed the conceptual basis for the PPBS in the 1950s; in 1962
Defense Secretary Robert McNamara introduced it to DoD. Up to that time, each service prepared
its budget with very little coordinating effort on the part of the SecDef. The PPBS ingtituted a top-
down approach and was intended to dlocate resources for nationd defense in a more rationd,
Systematic manner, relaing more directly to the misson and role of DoD. One of the most sgnificant
and enduring aspects of the PPBS was McNamara' s creation of the “Five-Year Defense Plan” that
provided a multi-year focus. It is now a six-year plan called the Future-Y ears Defense Program
(FYDP) and remains the heart of the PPBS?

Department of Defense, The Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS), DoDD 7045.14 (Washington, DC:
22 May 1984, http://web7.whs.osd.mil/pdf/d704514p.pdf). This DoD Directive is a four-page document that establishes
the basic policy, procedures, and responsibilities for the PPBS. This document is supported by Department of Defense,
Implementation of the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS), DoDI 7045.7 (Washington, DC: 23 May
1984, http://web7.whs.osd.mil/pdf/i70457p.pdf). This DoD Instruction establishes more detailed procedural guidance for
the formulation, submission, analysis, review and approval of DoD plans, programs and budgets. Although these are older
documents and contain some dated information, they serve as important reference sources for the PPBS. Many of the
phrases and descriptions used in this chapter are from these source documents.

U.S Code, Title 10 — Armed Forces, Section 221(a). A detailed listing of U.S. Codes that affect defense resource allocation
can be found in Appendix 2 of this textbook.

How the Army Runs. A Senior Leader Reference Handbook (2001 - 2002), (Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War
College, 15 May 2001, http://carlisle-www.army.mil/usawc/dclm, click on "How the Army Runs' link), pp. 9-1 to 9-3.
Credit for this historical review of the PPBS goes to the faculty in the Department of Command, Leadership and
Management at the U.S. Army War College.
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The firg mgor change to the PPBS occurred in 1969 when Secretary of Defense Mdvin
Lard decentrdized the PPBS. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) no longer initiated
detailed program proposds. Instead, OSD used specific budgetary cellings to frame the process,
then reviewed the detailed proposa's submitted by the services.

In 1979, as the result of another Rand Corporation study, Secretary of Defense Harold
Brown formed the Defense Resources Board (DRB) to better manage the PPBS. The DRB has
remained as an active and influentid decison-making body and is often referred to as the SecDef’s
“board of directors for resource alocation.”

In the early 1980s, during the Reagan Adminigtration, the PPBS underwent numerous
changes as aresuilt of the “Weinberger-Carlucd Initiatives”* These initiatives provided for:

Grester emphasis on long-range planning.

More authority pushed down to the services.

More attention to cost savings and efficiencies.

A changein DRB membership (including Service Secretaries as full members).
A changein the DRB focus to mgor issues only.

An increased DRB influence during the planning phase of the PPBS.

Greater CINC participaion during DRB ddiberations in both the planning and
programming phases.

In 1984, Deputy Secretary of Defense Taft implemented additiond initiatives to give the
CINCs even more influence:

Submission of CINC Integrated Priority Ligtsto the SecDef and the CICS.

Gregter role for the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the review and coordination of the CINCS
priorities and concerns.

Better means of tracking the CINCsS priorities during program development and
execution.

In response to recommendations from the Packard Commisson and the Defense
Authorization Act of 1986, Presdent Reagan directed DoD to produce a two-year budget. In
response, OSD and the services implemented a biennid PPBS process. Since Congress, however,
dill requires an annuad budget submission, DaoD is required to conduct an off-cycle update for the
second budget year.

* Vince Puritano, “The Weinberger-Carlucci Initiatives,” Defense June 1982, pp. 2 to 11. This article was written 14
months after the DoD began its effort to improve the resource allocation process and provides a progress report on the
implementation of the initiatives developed by Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and Deputy Secretary of Defense
Frank Carlucci.
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Another key event in 1986 was the Goldwater-Nichols Depatment of Defense
Reorganization Act (GNA). This Act enhanced the Chairman’s position as the principa military
advisor to the Presdent, the Nationa Security Council, and the SecDef. The GNA added the
following respongbilities to this advisory role that has increased CJCS influence on the SecDef’s
planning, programming, and budget decisions®

Advise the SecDef on the priorities of the requirementsidentified by the CINCs

Advise the SecDef on the extent to which the program recommendations and budget
proposas of the military departments and other components of DoD conform with the
priorities established in drategic plans and with the priorities established for the
requirements of the CINCs

Submit to the SecDef dternative program recommendations and budget proposas to
achieve greater conformance with the priorities of the CINCs

You saw in Chapter 2 that this congressond action stimulated the evolution of the Joint
Requirements Oversight Council and the Chairman’s decision to inditute the Joint Warfighting
Capabilities Assessment process. The JROC, supported by the JWCA process, now assists the
CJCS infulfilling GNA-mandated responsihilities.

The Military Force Structure Review Act of 1996 mandated a quadrennia review of the
defense program at the beginning of each newly dected Presdentia adminigtration, beginning in
1997. The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) involves a comprehensive examination of defense
drategy, the force structure of the active, guard, and reserve components, force modernization
plans, infrastructure, and other elements of the defense program and policies in order to determine
and express the defense drategy of the United States and to establish a revised defense program
through the year 2005 for the 1997 report, and year 2010 for the 2001 report.

Subsequent adminigtrations have continued to refine and streamline the PPBS with the view
toward improving its efficiency and effectiveness.  In August 2001, Defense Secretary Dondd
Rumsfeld changed the PPBS from sequentid to concurrent program and budget reviews for the
FYO03 budget. The schedule had to be compressed because many of the new Administration's
gppointees were not confirmed until late soring of 2001 and the services needed time to adjust their
budgets after the QDR was issued in late September 2001. - Although this concurrent program and
budget review is specificadly for the FY 03 budget, many in the Pentagon believe this change could
become permanent. In essence, the concurrency decreases the duplicative work in the
programming and budgeting phases and speeds decison-making. This Adminigration believes that
greamlining this mgor inditutiona process will reduce the complexity and relative sSze of the
Defense Department.

®us Congress, House of Representatives, Goldwater -Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, Report
99-824, 99th Congress, 2d Session, (Washington, DC), Section 153(a).
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Process

Process Overview

Chapter 2 addressed the Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) and its role in conducting
drategic assessment, then developing Srategic direction, strategic plans, and programming advice.
A key effort n JSPS is to ensure effective linkage between strategy and capabilities. This effort
flows from JSPS into PPBS through the Chairman’s planning and programming advice in the form
of the Joint Planning Document (JPD) and the Chairman’s Program Recommendation (CPR); both
are designed to influence the formulation of the Secretary of Defense's (SecDef) Defense Planning
Guidance (DPG). The drategic vison, nationad military strategy, and force requirements devel oped
in JSPS are trandated into budgetary requirements in PPBS. Fgure 3-2 illudrates this interaction
between JSPS and PPBS. JSPS represents a significant part of the first “P” in the PPBS.

NIRRT [l Planning
—

NMS [ —

JSCP VS

SecDef Program
& Budget Decisions

Service |

Programs

Figure 3-2. JSPS - PPBS Interface

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation NMS: National Military Strategy

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review

JSCP:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan

The SecDef reviews this input from the JSPS dong with input from virtudly every
organizetion and agency in DoD to determine if adjusiments are required to the current defense
drategy and the DoD program to support the Strategy. The dtrategy and key planning and
programming priorities necessary to execute the defense sirategy make up the SecDef’s guidance
(the DPG) to the services and DoD agencies that build programs (POMs). During the programming
phase, the services and agencies develop and submit proposed programs for review. The
DepSecDef, with the assgtance of the DRB and CPA input from the CJCS, assesses the POMs
and publishes the find decisons on the programs in the PDMs. The services modify their POMs
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according to these program decisons. In the Budgeting Phase, the gpproved programs are
trandated into budget data that is compiled, reviewed, and modified as necessary. The fina product
is DoD'’s portion of the Presdent’s Budget. In order to facilitate your assmilation of this rather
complex process, we will cover the PPBS one phase a atime.

Fgure 3-3 represents the basic PPBS cycle; it depicts the functiond activities of each phase
of the process as just described in the process overview. We will build onto this basic diagram as
we work our way through each of the three phases.

Chairman’s
Personal
Assessment

Proposed
Service
Programs

Service
Programs

Chairman’s
Personal
Recommendations

y
| Proposed
Budgets

FYDP,
DoD’s Budget

Figure 3-3. PPBS: The Basic Process



Planning Phase

Figure 3-4 focuses on the planning phase of the PPBS. The planning activity in this phaseis
based on the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). Since the PPBS however, must be executed on
an annud cycle, each cycde begins with the formulaion of the DPG, which updates and refines
information from the preceding QDR. It is important to emphasize that the DPG is not written
overnight or in a vacuum. The DPG is developed over time, with participation of virtualy every
organization within DoD. Conversdy, the Fisca guidance (FG) is a closdy held document,
prepared by OSD (PA&E) and signed by DepSecDef, that provides each services and agencies
top line funding, or tota amount that each budget may not exceed. The endgame of the planning
phase is to provide planning, programming, and fisca guidance that will optimize the dlocation of
resources across DoD.

Proposed
Service
Programs

Figure 3-4. PPBS: Planning Phase

CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff DRB: Defense Resources Board

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendations FYDP:  Future-Years Defense Program

DoD: Department of Defense JPD: Joint Planning Document

DPG Defense Planning Guidance PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
FG: Fiscal Guidance QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review




The USD (Policy) and the Director of PA&E take the lead in drafting the DPG. The
Defense Resources Board (DRB) oversees the drafting process until the find verson is issued.
Fgure 3-5 represents the drafting process in more detall.

(cacs |

B

Defense Resources Board

Review &
Assessments

Draft
DPG

Services
Joint Staff
CINCs
Agencies
OSD Staff

Final '
Draft DPG
Signed by

I/

SecDef

Figure 3-5. Drafting the DPG

CINCs: Commanders-In-Chief NMS:
CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff NSC:
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendations NSS:
DPG: Defense Planning Guidance OSD:
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists PDMs:
JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR:
JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System

National Military Strategy

National Security Council

National Security Strategy

Office of the Secretary of Defense
Program Decision Memoranda
Quadrennial Defense Review

Programming Phase

Issuance of the DPG represents the end of the planning phase of the PPBS and initiates the
programming phase. The programming phase focuses on the development of POMs and the
integration of those POMs into a coherent defense program to support the warfighting requirements
of the CINCs The FYDP gets updated based on the data submitted in the POMs. Figure 3-6 adds
some of the detailsinvolved in converting the SecDef' s guidance into approved programs.



Proposed
Budgets

Figure 3-6. PPBS: Programming Phase

CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff FYDP:  Future-Years Defense Program

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JPD: Joint Planning Document

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda

DoD: Department of Defense POMs: Program Objective Memoranda

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
DRB: Defense Resources Board QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review

EG: Fiscal guidance

POM Development

The firg event in the programming phase is POM development. Do not get the impression
that the services have been waiting patiently for the DPG to be published to start developing their
POMs. Recdll that the program period covered in a POM extends four or more years beyond the
next budget year. Therefore, it is a matter of making adjustments from the previous POM and
projecting yet another year. The services have been fully engaged in the planning thet led up to the
DPG; they have conducted their own internd planning, and developed a near-complete picture of
the programs they will submit in ther POMs. When the DPG is published, there may ill be
contentious issues, but no surprises.



Each service has its own method of sdecting programs and choosing those programs thet
get fully funded, partidly funded, delayed, or canceled.® POM s represent the result of the services
andyses of dternative ways to meet thelr requirements to organize, train, and equip forces. Hence,
the POMs articulate the decisions that the services and agencies make to optimize the alocation of
resources within their respective organizations. POMs a0 reflect the effect of reduced resources,
propose new initiaives, and provide options for the use of additiona funds should any be available.

Summer Review Process

The DepSecDef initiates the program review process by publishing a Mgor Issues List that
identifies issues to be reviewed over the summer. These issues are generaly designed to assess
whether service and defense agency POMs have implemented key QDR decisions and comply with
the DPG program guidance. An OSD-led team of andydts from the services, Joint Staff, and OSD
Staffs assesses each issue. The teams report to the Program Review Group (PRG) and, if necessary,
propose dternatives to the POMs for gpprova by the PRG before their aternatives are briefed to
the DRB.

In addition to the Mgor Issues Ligt, services, CINCs, the Joint Staff, and defense agencies
have the opportunity to nominate other POM issues for consideration by the Mgor Issue Teams, or
to address them by stand-aone issue papers. PA&E forwards the issue papers to the PRG for
comment. Near the end of the summer review, the Director of PA&E forwards the issue papers
with the PRG’s comments and PA& E’ s recommendations to the DepSecDef for a decison.

As we have seen, the CPA provides the Chairman’s views on the composite POM force
and the risks associated with that force. It documents the Chairman’s assessment of the overdl
bal ance and adequacy of the composite POM force and support levelsin view of gpproved strategy
and the requirements of the CINCs The CJCS dso uses the CPA to recommend dternatives to
achieve improvementsin overdl warfighting capability within the POM funding levels

In addition to the input provided by the Mgor Issue Teams, issue papers, and the CPA, the
DRB gets input directly from the CINCs Usudly, thereis a DRB session scheduled specificdly for
the CINCs to provide their views on the defense strategy, the adequacy of the POMs to meet that
drategy, and on any matters of concern.

Based on dternatives developed and briefed through the PRG/DRB, CPA, or issue paper
processes, the DepSecDef documents al decisions to change the POMs in the Program Decision
Memoranda (PDMs). The PDMs are the final documents of the programming phase. There are two
PDMs. PDM | isissued in August before the BESs are due to OSD; it documents changes to the
POMs that have no associated issues or issues more easily resolved. PDM |1 is released in
September and decides issues that require more ddiberation or andysis to resolve. PDMs dso
direct program studies caled front-end assessments to be completed in time for the next program
cycle.

Before we move on to the budgeting phase of the PPBS, go back and review Figure 3-6. It
summarizes the PPBS process through the programming phase. Note that this phase begins with
POM development, includes an extensve review of these POMs, and concludes with the PDMs

6 Appendix 3 of this text provides further dttail on the services & SOCOM's planning, programming, and budgeting
processes.
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that approve the POMs or give direction to the services or agencies to modify specific programs.
The POM development processes used by the services and agencies provide for the optimization of
resources within these organizations. The summer review process dlows the SecDef to evauate the
POM s and make adjustments that optimize the alocation of resources across DoD.

Budgeting Phase

Figure 3-7 provides additiond details to the budgeting phase of the PPBS, whichisthefind
phase of the PPBS process. During this phase, the services, DoD agencies, and USSOCOM
prepare their Budget Estimate Submissions (BESs). The BESs trandate the programmatic decisons
made in the Mgor Force Program (MFP) forma during the programming phase into funding
requirements in the congressond appropriations format as shown in Fgure 3-13 on page 3-27.
These estimates are consolidated into the defense budget and reviewed by OSD and OMB to
ensure congstency with fisca guidance. Changes to the budget are documented in the PBDs. Once
the fina budget decisions are made, the DoD budget becomes a part of the President’ s Budget. The

FYDP is updated twice during this phase upon submisson of the BESs and again with the
submission of the DoD budget to the President.

POMs
(Services)

CPA
(CJCS)

President’s Budget
Submitted to Congresg

Figure 3-7. PPBS: Budgeting Phase

BESs Budget Estimate Submissions JPD: Joint Planning Document

CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff MBI: Major Budget Issues

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment OMB: Office of Budget & Management

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense

DoD: Department of Defense PBDs: Program Budget Decisions

DPG Defense Planning Guidance PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda

DRB: Defense Resources Board POMs: Program Objective Memoranda

FYDP:  Future-Years Defense Program PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
EG: Fiscal Guidance QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review




Smilar to the POM development process, preparation of the BESs begins before the
PDMs are published. The services compile and review their budget data while OSD reviews the
sarvices POMs. The find adjustments to the BESs are made on the basis of the SecDef' s program
decisons (PDMs) and economic assumptions developed by the USD (Comptroller) in close
coordination with the Director of the OMB.

The BESs include budget data for the prior, current, and budget fiscd years. For programs
requiring Congressond authorization, they will aso include data for one year beyond the budget
year.

On receipt of the BESs, OSD and OMB budget analysts conduct ajoint review. The USD
(Comptroller) may hold hearings to review specific budget issues and the services and OSD
program advocates are prepared to make presentations concerning their submissions and respond
to quedtions. This budgetary “scrub” is largely concerned with program activity in the acquistion
process. (You will learn more about the acquisition process in Chapter 4.) Most programs in the
acquigtion cyde are multi-year programs that involve somewhat risky cost estimations that cover
the life of the program. Due to a variety of influences, these programs can bresk cost, schedule, or
performance thresholds and therefore affect budget projections. For example, if an acquisition
program has not met established gods for obligation and expenditure during the current fiscd year,
those excess funds can be alowed to dip into a future year. This would dlow a decrease in the
funding requirement in that future year.

As the review progresses, the Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) are drafted and provided
to the sarvices and DoD agencies, giving them an opportunity to disagree with the PBD
recommendation; provide supplementa or new information that addresses the basic argument and
assumptions of the PBD; or present an dternative podtion. This is referred to as the reclama
process. After consdering the responses to a draft PBD, the USD (Comptroller) submits a
summary document to the DepSecDef for decison and signature of afina PBD.

Once the PBDs are sgned, the services and the CINCs get one last opportunity to submit
outstanding budget issues. Many of these are resolved on an “out-of-court” basis. Those of amore
critica nature are considered Maor Budget 1ssues (MBIs) and are resolved in a sesson between
the Service Secretary and the SecDef. The CICS a0 atends this meeting, representing the views
and concerns of the JCS and the CINCs.

The services revise their budgets to support the decisions resulting from the budget review
process (PBDs). The DoD budget is now ready for incluson into the Presdent’s Budget. The
FYDP is updated to reflect DoD’ s portion of the Presdent’ s Budget. This ends the budgeting phase
and aso completes the PPBS cycle.

Concurrent Program and Budget Review

Figure 3-8 shows Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's concurrent program and budget
reviews for FY 03 which combines the programming and budgeting phases. The reviews evduate
the POMSBESs for conformity with the DPG and FG.
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Figure 3-8. PPBS: Rumsfeld's Concurrent Programming & Budgeting Phase

The program reviews consider only those issues that represent significant resources or entail
policy questions. The secretaries of the military departments, CINCs, OSD, Directors of Defense
Agencies, and Joint Staff may each nominate up to 5 issues. OSD(PA&E) forms issue teams to
asess nominated issues.  Issue teams prepare issue papers that present their issues and identify
dternatives for SecDef congderation. Alternative 1 is dways the POM; the other dternatives
reflect changesto the POM. The issue team must identify offsets equa to the resources of the most
cogtly dternative and state why the offset can reasonably be sacrificed to fund the dternative(s). In
essence, they can advocate increases to their program's funding, but must dso recommend cuts in
other programs o that there is no net increase to the POM topline. 1ssue papers are presented to
the PRG and DPG. The DepSecDef will make the find decison. Decisons will be assembled into
asingle summary Program Decision Memorandum at the end of the program review process.

The budget review will not duplicate or revisit the program review. The main objectives of
the budget review are to vaidate budget year executability, phasing, and pricing; to incorporate
prior year execution hisory when not fully consdered in the submission; and to reflect congressona
action and economic changes (such as pay raises). The OSD(Comptroller) and OMB daffs
andyze the BES and SecDef/DepSecDef issue Program Budget Decisons (PBDs). USD(AT&L),
USD(Policy), USD (Personnd and Readiness), Assistant Secretaries of Defense, Generd Counsd,
OMB, Military Departments, Defense Agencies, OSD(PA&E), and the Joint Staff receive PBDs
for forma coordination. A Mgor Budget Issue is the last reclama. The budget issue must be
percelved as such a serious budget issue that it warrants the Service Secretary's persond attention.
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Concurrent program and budget reviews are a collaborative effort between program
andysts and budget andysts. 1ssues are consdered ether in the program review or in the budget
review, but not both. This concept modifies the PPBS from a sequentid process (build POM,
review POM, issue PDM, build BES, review BES, issue PBD) to one where the POM and BES
arejointly submitted and the reviews occur Smultaneoudy.

The timeline for the FYO3 reviews was compressed because many of the new
Adminigtration's gppointees were not confirmed until late spring of 2001, the services needed time
to adjust their budgets after the QDR was issued in late September 2001, and the Army and Navy
POM databases were affected by the 11 September 2001 terrorist attack on the Pentagon.
Contragt the aggressive initid schedule (shown below) to the idedidtic timeine (shown in Fgure
3-15 on page 3-29).

15 Oct 01 Submit service POM and BES, except for Army

5 Nov Submit Army BES

6 Nov DRB meetings commence

7 Dec Summary PDM

14 Dec Find PBD

18 Dec Maor Budget Issue meeting
19 Dec Find Presdentia decisons
21 Dec Lock OSD database

4 Jan 02 Budget submisson to OMB
11 Jan Lock OMB database

25 Jan Budget documentsto printing
4 Feb Budget submission to Congress

It will be interesting to see if concurrent program and budget reviews will become a
permanent change to the PPBS.
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Process Summary

Using Figure 3-9, take some time to review the entire PPBS cycle. Refer to it as
you read through the highlights of the process.

POMs

(Services)

CPR
(cics)

CPA
(cics)

PPBS
(DepSecDef)
[ J
aft Cycle Review 4

j €
MBI Session
SecDef & CJCS

» PBDs

(DepSecDef)
|

FYDP,
DoD’s Budget

President’s Budget
Submitted to Congres

Figure3-9. PPBS. Complete Cycle

BESs: Budget Estimate Submissions JPD: Joint Planning Document
CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff MBI: Major Budget Issues
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment OMB: Office of Budget & Management
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense
DoD: Department of Defense PBDs: Program Budget Decisions
DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda
DRB: Defense Resources Board POMs: Program Objective Memoranda
EYDP: Future-Years Defense Program PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
EG: Fiscal Guidance QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
PPBS Highlights:

The CJCS uses the JSPS to develop strategic vision (Joint Vision), military
strategy (NMS), and requirements (JPD and CPR).

The SecDef develops the DPG through a rigorous process that considers the
direction and guidance from the NSC; documentation from the previous
budget; recommendations from the JPD and CPR; inputs from the CINCsand
services and review of the DRB.
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Based on the DPG and the Fiscd Guidance, the services and agencies make their
resource dlocation decisons, then findize and submit ther POMs. The FYDP is
updated to reflect the POM data.

The DepSecDef reviews the POMs and issues the find programming decisons in the
PDMs after congdering the input from the CPA, CINCs, and DRB ddiberations.

The services and agencies develop BESs that trandate the DepSecDef' s programming
decisons into budgetary requirements. After OSD/OMB review and the resolution of
budget issues, the DepSecDef issues the final budget decisons in the PBDs. The DoD
budget is then submitted to the President. The FY DP is updated to reflect DoD budget
data included in the President’ s Budget.

JROC/JWCA Support

The JROC and JWCA process did not receive much attention in this chapter; however,
they are actively engaged throughout the entire PPBS cycle. The JROC, supported by the IWCA
process, is continuoudy working critical resource issues that support the JSPS and provide
assessments that help shape the Chairman’s programming recommendations to the SecDef. Both
the CPR and CPA affect the decisons made by the SecDef during the PPBS cycle. Figure 3-10 is
a reminder of the decison support provided by the JROC throughout the resource dlocation
process.

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation
JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment

&
&0 %
S
£ %
S %
\f$ Joint Vision .
Q Implementation )
S %0
7
'E. ”
ad JROC <%
N JWCA %
S , b
N -

CPR d

7 '

CPA \
:

Figure 3-10. JROC/JWCA Support of the PPBS
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CINC Influence

An important objective of the PPBS is to provide the CINCs with the best mix of forces,
equipment, and support attainable within fiscd congraints. It is reasonable that the CINCs should
be able to influence the process designed to support them. Figure 3-11 highlights the extent to which
the CINCs influence the PPBS.

Congressional
Hearings
Testimony
Acquisition
System
Requirements
Generation

Joint

Vision NMS

JPD
Comment JRO(ICI:D/L]Z;ICA
Via DRB ~N W
ol IPLs,
PBDs Comment Comment
Via PRG & DRB PLs, ‘
/ JROCIJWCA Comment @
(IPLs) ¥ @
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PPBS
CPA (-
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Figure 3-11. CINCs Influence on the PPBS

CINCs: Commanders-In-Chief JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSR: Joint Strategy Review
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
CRS: Chairman’s Readiness System NMS: National Military Strategy
DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PBDs: Program Budget Decisions
DRB: Defense Resources Board PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists POMs: Program Objective Memoranda
JPD: Joint Planning Document PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council PRG: Program Review Group
DR: Quadrennial Defense Review
People

The PPBS belongs to the SecDef and functions as DoD’s primary resource management
system. Though the SecDef is respongble for the effective and efficient execution of this system,
there are many other participants both interna and externd to DoD. We begin with the C8D
participants, and then proceed to organizations and agencies outside the OSD.”

" Appendix 1, pp. A-1-3 through A-1-5 of thistext provides information on the organizational structure of the Office of the
Secretary of Defense
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Deputy Secretary of Defense (DepSecDef)

The DepSecDef exercises authority delegated by the SecDef and conducts the day-to-day
operation of DoD. The DepSecDef directs the PPBS as the chairman of the Defense Resources
Board (DRB).

Policy Secretariat (Under Secretary of Defense (USD) for Policy)

The USD (Policy) is the principal OSD gaff assstant for formulating nationa security and
defense policy, and for integrating and overseeing DoD policy and plans to achieve national security
objectives. USD (Policy) is the primary adviser to the DepSecDef for the planning phase of the
PPBS and is a member of the DRB. With the Director of Program Andyss and Evauation
(PA&E), USD (Policy) drafts the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). This office works in
coordination with the Joint Staff Strategic Plans and Policy Directorate (J-5). USD (Policy) is dso
responsble for managing the Quadrennia Defense Review aong with the Director of PA& E and the
Joint Staff Force Structure, Resources and Assessment Directorate (J-8).

Director of Net Assessment

The Director of Net Assessment is responsible for the development and coordination of net
assessments of current and future U.S. military cgpabilities and provides objective andyses and
advice regarding policy, doctrine, strategy, goals, and objectives. The Net Assessment Directorate
receives tasking from the USD (Policy) and works in coordination with the Joint Staff (J-8).

Finance Secretariat (USD (Comptroller))

The USD (Comptroller) isthe principd OSD daff assistant for budgetary and fisca matters,
and sarves as DoD’s Chief Financid Officer. In this capacity, USD (Comptroller) manages the
PPBS under the direction of the DepSecDef. USD (Comptroller) delegates responsibility to the
Director, PA&E for management of the planning and programming phases of the PPBS. The
Principa Deputy to the USD (Compitroller) has the lead during the budgeting phase of the PPBS.
USD (Comptroller) isamember of the DRB.

Director, Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E)

The Director of PA&E comes under the authority of the USD (Comptroller) but aso
provides independent programmatic analys's, advice, and recommendations directly to the SecDef.
PA&E prepares the programming guidance portion of the DPG and formulates DoD’s Fisca
Guidance. It dso has the lead during the programming phase of PPBS and directs the annud
program review. During the programming phase, PA&E develops the Program Decison
Memoranda and manages the Future-Y ears Defense Program. The Director of PA&E serves as
Charman of the Program Review Group (PRG) and Executive Secretary of the DRB.
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Defense Resources Board (DRB)

The DRB advises the SecDef when
Defense Resources Board making mgor planning and  programming

Chairman Deputy Secretary of Defense decisons. This board patl Ci pates in the
Vice Chairman Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff fOfmU'&iOﬂ Of the Sﬂ:Dd:’S DPG md revievv
of the service Program Objective Memoranda
Members « Service Secretaries (POM S)_' The CompOStl on Of the DRB 1S
« Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shown in the d|@ran. Other individuds can

« Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, part|C| pate as necessary, such as other OSD

Technology, & Logistics

Executive Secretary | Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation

» Under Secretary of Defense for Policy reprmativa %’WCe Chlds: the \-bl nt Staff
* Under Secretary of Defense, Comptroller J-8’ a‘]d rq)r&‘]taives from DoD @mc'a
. Ur;‘dsgisi%fstzry of Defense for Personnel the Offlce Of Mm@anmt md Budgd, md

the Nationd Security Coundil.

Program Review Group (PRG)

Program Review Group The PRG has a roe in the

Chairman | Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation . FFE
« Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, prwranml ng ph& Of the S as a
hnology, e )
Teehnology. & Logistce) subordinate agency of the DRB. The group
« Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) i . i L.
+ Assistant Secretary of Defense (Strategy and Threat Reduction) identifies Mg or programmetic iSSues, aqdyzes
« Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, . . .
Control, Communications, & Intelligence) th@ |$J$, md da/d OpS deCISOI’I OptIOI’IS
Members « Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy) . .
« Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) for the DRB The DI ra:tor Of PA& E IS
+ Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) " a-nbe—
« Army Assistant Vice Chief of Staff Cha rmm Of the group M S Of the group
+ Navy Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Resources, Warfare include senior resource managers and
Requirements, & Assessments) .
« Marine Corps Deputy Chief of Staff (Programs & Resources) prograrnma’s from OSD, the SErVICES, and
« Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff (Plans & Programs) .
« Joint Staff Director for Force Structure, Resources & the ‘bl nt Saff
Assessment (J-8)

Office of Management and Budget (OMB)

OMB works for the President and develops the fiscal guidance for OSD and the services,
which helps to develop redligtic programs within fiscal congraints. OMB participates in the budget
phase of the PPBS and works in conjunction with USD (Comptroller) to review service and
defense agency budgets before the DepSecDef approves them. OSD dlocates a portion of its
target budget to each service, SOCOM, and defense agencies, which they use as a topline while
formulating their programs.
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS)

Asthe principa military advisor to the SecDef and the vice-chairman of the DRB, the CICS
plays akey role in the PPBS. With the support of the JCS, Joint Staff, and the JROC, the Chairman
provides input to the PPBS through the JSPS.2

Military Departments (Ser vices)

The services influence the planning phase of the PPBS through ther participation in the
JSPS and their contribution to the drafting of the DPG. They have a mgor role during the
programming phase of PPBS through the development of their POMs. During the budgeting phase,
the services prepare budget estimates that correspond to the DepSecDef approved programs. The
Service Secretaries are members of the DRB.

DoD Agencies

In addition to participating in the JSPS, DoD agencies each develop and submit a POM and
the budget estimate for their approved programs. They participate in the DRB review process as

appropriate.

The following isaligt of the 15 current Defense Agencies?®
Bdligic Missle Defense Organization (BMDO)
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA)
Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA)
Defense Commissary Agency (DCA)

Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS)
Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA)
Defense Intelligence Agency, (DIA)

Defense Legd Services Agency (DLSA)

Defense Logigtics Agency (DLA)

Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA)
Defense Security Service (DSS)

Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA)
Nationd Imagery And Mapping Agency (NIMA)
Nationa Security Agency (NSA)

8 CJCS Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Saff, Commander in Chiefs of the Combatant Commands, and Joint Saff
Participation n the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System, CJCSI 8501.01 (Washington, DC: 1 April 1999,
http:www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/8501_01.pdf). This CJICS Instruction describes participation by the CJCS,
CINCs, and Joint Staff in the PPBS

®Appendix 1 contains organizational charts that show how they fit into the Office of the Secretary of Defense. For a brief
description of each Defense Agency see Appendix 4.
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Combatant Commanders (CINCs)

Like the sarvices, the CINCs influence the PPBS through their input into the JSPS. Unlike
the services, the CINCs do not submit their own POMs (with the exception of U.S. Specid
Operations Command). The CINCs submit their requirements to the services through their service
components. They submit their priority requirements (IPLs) to the SecDef and the CJCS with
copies to the services. The services consder these priorities as they develop their POMs. The
CINCs have the opportunity to review the service POMs to ensure they address their requirements.
The CINCs can submit issues to the DRB and participate in DRB deliberations.

Products

Figure 3-12 depicts the same documents you saw in Chapter 2; however, those that are
products of the PPBS are now darkened for emphasis. The CPR and CPA are outputs of JSPS;
because of their dgnificance to the PPBS, they are also emphasized. Note the documents such as
the National Security Strategy (NSS) and the Quadrennia Defense Review (QDR) Report that
provide input to the JSPS dso affect the formulation of the SecDef’s DPG. Quickly review the
JSPS documents in the diagram that affect PPBS, and then proceed through the rest of this section
for an explanation of the PPBS products.

President,
NSC

Secretary
of Defense,

0osD

Chairman,
JCS,
Joint Staff,
JROC

Services

CINCs

Figure 3-12. PPBS Documents

CINCs: Commanders-In-Chief JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance JSR: Joint Strategy Review

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation NMS: National Military Strategy

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance NSC: National Security Council

IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists NSS: National Security Strategy

JCS: Joint Chiefs of Staff OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense
JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report
Congress requires DoD to conduct a QDR in

Quadrennial order to provide a comprehensve roadmap to the

Defense Review force of the future. It is a collaborative effort between

Report OSD and the Joint Staff, with extensive participation

WHO:  OSD/Joint Staff: SecDef Signature from the g\”c& and the CINCS The QDR rwort
WHAT: Blifggrsneigttri3Leg3;,sl;(;g§esnttr§cture, COIT[anS the reSJHS Of the re/ieN, inCIUding an
WHERE: Overarching Guidance for DoD resource assessment of the glObd mnty aNironmmt, the
WHEN: \a;\llli?rf?szvsr:g:wsisistration (every four years) defm% Srat@y, md dtan&tlve ddm&:,' pOSIUI‘GS The
ot e QDR process and the assessments and

recommendations it produces could have sgnificant
effect on dl aspects of the resource allocation process. However, it is not clear, since only two
QDR reports have been published, whether these visonary documents will have consderable
impact in the future. The decisons contained in the QDR report become the basis for subsequent,
annualy produced Defense Planning Guidance documents. The QDR report is presented to
Congress and will affect policy and funding for future forces. The NSC studies this report and uses
it to help shape the NSS.

Integrated Priority Lists (IPLS)
The CINCs use IPLs to identify their highest

Integrated priority requirements and define shortfdls in key
programs that, in their judgment, adversdly affect their
capability to accomplish assgned missons. IPLs
v provide DoD’s senior leadership vighility on those
: Priority Requirements areas that require priority atention during program
L rns development and review. In the first section of the IPL
 Title 10, Section 153(a)(4) document, CINCs identify key operationd capabilities
" o Secbel & GICS (Copy 0 Services) they need during the six-year period covered by the
Future-Y ears Defense Program. In the second section,
CINCsidentify criticd deficienciesin their capabilities.
CINCs submit their IPLs annually to the SecDef and CJCS with copies to the services. The
CJCS congders the CINCs' priorities when developing programmatic advice to the SecDef. IPLs
directly dfect the development of the Defense Planning Guidance and indirectly influence the JPD
and CPR. The SecDef requires the services and DoD agencies to address the CINCS priorities as
they develop their programs. The CICS evduates how well the services programs meet the
CINCs critica warfighting requirements and communicates this assessment to the SecDef through
the Chairman’s Program Assessment (CPA). Based on this advice and evaduations of the OSD

daff, the SecDef may require the services and DoD agencies to adjust their programs.

Congress is dso interested in how wel programs satisfy the CINCS IPLs. It requires
CJICS to submit the “Annual Report on Combatant Command Requirements’ to the Armed
Services Committees and Appropriations Committees of the Senate and House. This report
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contains a consolidation of the CINCsS IPLs and the Chairman’s assessment of the CINCS
requirements.

Chairman’s Program Recommendation (CPR)

The CPR communicates the Charman's

Chairman’s persond program recommendations directly to the

Program SecDdf. It articulates issues the CICS deems critica

Recommendation B ¢ the SecDef to consider when identifying priorities

WHO:  CICS (Personal to SecDel and programming gods in the DPG. The CPR focuses

WHAT.  Program Recommendations on gspecific recommendations that will enhance joint
WHEN:  Annual (February/March) - .. . ..

WHERE JROGIWCA- Associated with JSPS readiness, promote joint doctrine and training, or

Crts ey e O better satisfy joint warfighting requirements. Because

NOTE:  Just Prior to DPG Being Published the Service Vice Chiefs paticipate in the formulation

of the CPR as members of the JROC, the services are
able to congder the Chairman’s priorities and concerns as they prepare their POMSs.

Defense Planning Guidance (DPG)
The purpose of the DPG is to guide resource

——
m dlocation. It serves as an authoritative Statement
Guidance directing defense policy, drategy, and force and
resource planning. It ensures priority military missons
HHO - OSD: PAE - SecDef Signature oulined in the NSS, QDR, and NMS ae

Planning & Programming Guidance to Services &

Agencies for POM Development programmed a levels that guarantee they can be
WHERE Proe ) e executed over the six years covered by the Future-
| THe10 Secton 130 Years Defense Program (FYDP). The DPG links
NOTE: llustrative Planning Scenarios Appended planning peformance gods to specific program
execution objectives and sts  priorities  for
implementing QDR decisons. These priorities guide the services and DoD agencies during their

program development, and the JCS and OSD review of these programs.

The DPG includes an gppendix that contains two sets of lludtrative Planning Scenarios that
are used by the services to assess their force structure and program requirements. One set of
scenarios covers the period of the FYDP and is used to assess near-term requirements. A second
set of scenarios covers a period of time beyond the FYDP and is used to assess the requirements
for the research and development of capabilities needed for the future. It is important to note that
the DPG provides macro-level direction, since the SecDef places the primary responghility and
authority for program development and execution with the services and other DoD components.
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Fiscal Guidance

The Fiscd Guidanceis forwarded to each of
the services and defense agencies in conjunction with

the DPG. This guidance provides the individua
organization's topline funding (dollars avalable)

extended over the FYDP years and notes variaions

OSD: PA&E - DepSecDef Signature

_l: Fiscal (Topline) Guidance to Services & Agencies from the prior yw1s b&”]e th&t ra'llts from
‘ Z" Pol“”mjeve:)’pmem externa or internal policy or economic adjustments.
: nnual (Marc . .
: PPBS (Planning Phase) PA&E prq)a% the FISCd GUId&‘nCG b&j on
Title 10, Section 113(0) , budget guidance provided by the Office of
Separate Guidance Prepared for Each Service & .
Agency Management and Budget. Unlike many other PPBS

products, the Fiscd Guidance is extremey closdy
held and is not coordinated. A small group of people write it, present it to the SecDef, and he issues
it without any serious opportunity for reclama

Program Obj ective Memoranda (POM )
Each service and DoD agency develops

a POM based on the drategic concepts and

Memoranda guidance stated in the DPG and available funds

projected in the Fiscd Guidance. Due to its

Services / Agencies / USSOCOM - Service Secretary, unlque rmu”‘erne’]ts, US%COM |S the Ol’lly

Agency Director Signature

WHAT:  Objectives for Forces / Weapons / Logistics Combamt Comma']d that da/dops |ts own

WHEN: May
WHERE: PPBS (Programming Phase) POM )
WHY: Title 10, Sections 3013, 5013, and 8013

NOTE: “Full’ POM in Even Years. Adjusted POM During The POMSs lig sarvice objectives for
bt their forces, wespon systems, and logistic
support within the fiscd limits set by the SecDef.
In addition to expressng the services totd
requirements for the years covered in the DPG, the POMss include an assessment of risk associated
with current and proposed force and support programs. The SecDef requires the services to show
how their POMs respond to the needs of the CINCs The services will ether fund the CINCsS
requirements or present aternative proposas. The POMs cover a six-year period that corresponds
to the period covered in the FY DP.

Because DoD is on a two-year or biennid budgeting cycle, POMs are generated during
every even cdendar year. However, Congress will only authorize and gppropriate funds on an
annua basis, which requires a POM update during the odd calendar years.
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Chairman’s Program Assessment (CPA)

Chairman’s The CPA influences SecDef' s programming

Program and budgetary decisons. It fulfills the Charman’s

Assessment Title 10 respongibility to advise the SecDef on how

well the POMs conform to priorities established in

gf(fgfa(;ef;”eas's‘;;‘j‘:De” srategic plans and to the priorities established by the

. Annual (September) CINCs The CPA aso contains dternative program

' jff"i’;“lc’*t’*sj;;f‘;j)wm ISPS & PPBS recommendations that suggest grester conformance
SECRET (Close Hold) to established prioritieﬁ

Between POMs & PDM I

Program Decision M emoranda (PDM )

Once the programming issues have been
resolved by the DRB, the fina decisions on the POM
force are recorded in the PDMs. These documents
represent the SecDef’'s approval of the POMs as
p— RS- D , modified by the ddiberations of the DRB and are

: Director, - DepSecDef Signature i
Programming Decisions (Result of Program trmm"tta:l tO e&:h POM prOducer. PDMS mak the

Review of POMSs)

Annual (August / September) md Of the progra"nm|ng ph& Of the F,I:BS

: PPBS (Programming Phase)
PDM | & PDM Il

Program
Decision
Memoranda

Budget Estimate Submissions (BESS)

Each of the services and DoD agencies
prepares and submits its BES based on the
approved POM, as wdl as current economic
assumptions contained ether in the PDMs or in
Separate detailed budget guidance. We are now into
the budgeting phase of the PPBS; the BESislargey
an accounting effort to price programs within budget

Budget
Estimate
Submissions

Services, DoD Agencies, & USSOCOM

Accounting / Translation: from Program “Language”

L qaemonaton Languaae basdines and to trandate these basdlines into the
: PPBS (Budgeting Phase) appropriation categories to which Congress will
appropriate funds. The BES contains budget dita
for the prior year, current year, budget year, and the

year beyond the budget year. The Principal Deputy to the USD (Compitroller) reviews the BESs.
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Program Budget Decisions (PBDs)

The entire budget is evauated and adjusted
during the budget review to ensure the requests are

Program ) _
Budget properly priced, program schedules are appropriate,
Decisions and edtimates are condstent with the objectives of the
SecDef. The USD (Comptroller) holds budget
WHO:  OSD: USD (Comptroller) DepSecDef Signature submission h%'lngs to obtan additiond information
T B oy Budet Review of BESS) needed to draft the PBDs, reviewsdl issues pertaining
EERE ’;;;“Sa('éssg::nze;;::f”‘be” to the PBDs, and submits a summary document to the
NOTE:  Multiple Documents DepSecDef for decison and dgnaure. PBDs
document approva of the estimates for induson in the

President’ s Budget.

Future-Y ears Defense Program (FYDP)

The FYDP isthe officid database of dl DoD
e programs developed within the PPBS and approved
by the SecDef.*° Figure 3-13 depicts the structure of

pudget R
FYDF Future-Years the FYDP.

Defense

Program The data are organized to reflect programs

OSD: USD (Comptroller) / Director, PAGE by organization, by output-oriented or misson area

Do budt Submission fo he resicen structure, and by input-oriented or appropriation

© Annual (December) dructure. The top face of the cube shows the

e organizations within DoD that develop and execute

programs. On the front face of the cube, programs

are organized into misson-oriented categories known

as Mgor Force Programs (MFPs). Appropriation categories are shown on the sde face of the
cube.

The FYDP is structured this way to satisfy the needs of both DoD and Congress. The DoD
needs an output-oriented format for interna program management. Congress uses an input- oriented
format to authorize and appropriate payments from the treasury. Of necessity, the FYDP must be
able to identify resources using ether language.

The FYDP displays the total DoD resources programmed by fiscal year; it coversthe prior
year, current year, the biennid budget years, and the following four years. The FYDP covers an
additiond three years of force-structure data. It is updated three times during the PPBS cycle:

When the services submit their POMs (referred to as the “POM FYDP” or “May
FYDP").

19 Detailed information on the FYDP can be found in FYDP Program Structure Handbook, DoD 7045.7-H (Washington,
DC: http://www.ra.pae.osd.mil/fsm, click on FY DP Program Structure Handbook).
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After the services revise ther programs in response to the PDMs (cadled the
“September FYDP” or “Budget Esimate FYDP”).

After the PBD revisons and coincident to the submission of the Presdent’s Budget
(the “ January FYDP”).

The FYDP is consdered an internd DoD working document and is generdly closdly hed
within DoD. A specid publication of the FYDP is provided to Congress in conjunction with the
submisson of the President’ s Budget.
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Figure 3-13. Future-Years Defense Program Structure

Plug-in

It is time to get back to the bigger picture and review how the PPBS plugsinto the overdl
defense resource alocation process. It is worth spending a little time revigting a familiar diagram
(Figure 3-14) aswe conduct a quick overview.
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Assessments;

Strategy; Strategic Plans;
Program Recommendations Acquisition Programs
Requirements k
Generation System p

Mission
Need

Operations
& Support

Production

DAS & Deployment

)"

| « IPLs / —_

Initiation JMRR
DYy -
/ ‘Support
\ \ Plans
Il f System Development

Concept J & Demonstration

Development JOPES \
_ _—v
»
DoD Budget -
w

m \_/Rp:zn
DoD Plan;
Program; Budget

President’s
Figure 3-14. PPBS: Defense Planning I nterrelationships

Concept &
Technology
Development

Budget

Federal Budget
Process

BESs Budget Submission Estimates JPD: Joint Planning Document

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JSPS: Joint Strategic Planning System
DAS: Defense Acquisition System JSR: Joint Strategy Review

DoD: Department of Defense NMS: National Military Strategy

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PBDs: Program Budget Decisions
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda
JMRR: Joint Monthly Readiness Report POMs: Program Objective Memoranda
JOPES: Joint Operation Planning & Execution System

PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review

In the process of covering the PPBS, it was necessary to continudly refer to the JSPS. It
should be obvious at this point that these two systems are interactive. Taken together, the JSPS and
the PPBS provide the right military strategy to support our nationa security objectives, develop the
drategic plans that support the military strategy, and determine the force requirements to execute the
plans. The end result of the PPBS is abudget proposa that reflects those force requirements.

We dso made reference to the acquisition process, in which the requirements for defense
systems are defined in the Requirements Generation System and resulting acquigition programs are
developed in the Defense Acquidtion System. To get the right systems, the acquisition process must
be closdly tied to the JSPS and the PPBS. (Chapter 4 covers the acquisition process.)

We addressed the Joint Operation Planning and Execution System (JOPES) in Chapter 2.
The JOPES converts the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, a product of the JSPS, into operation
plans. In the process of developing and executing operation plans, the CINCsidentify and prioritize
their requirements (IPLs), which feed back into the JSPS, PPBS, and the acquisition process.
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» &

The PPBS formulates the DoD budget proposa. This proposa enters the federd budget

process where Congress and the Presdent make their decisions on the alocation of resources.
Figure 3-15 provides another way of looking at the interaction between PPBS and the other

components of the resource alocation process. The PPBS documents and those closdly associated
with the PPBS are darkened for emphass. Timing is of concern because each part of the process

These decisons feed back into the JSPS, PPBS, and acquisition process and drive future resource
depends on another for input, then itsalf becomes an input to a subsequent part of the process.

decisonswithin DaoD. (Chapter 5 covers the federa budget process.)
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Budget Resolution,

Figure 3-15. PPBS: Calendar Relationships

Authorization, &
Appropriation

Budget Resolution,

A good way to review the PPBS is to spend some time on this cdendar and work through

the relationships among the various documentsiit depicts. Refer back to Figure 3-12 on page 3-21 if

you need help.

Services
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other elements of the defense program. The QDR Report is intended to provide a blueprint
for astrategy- based, balanced, and affordable defense program.

Nationd Defense Pand. Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21st Century.

Washington, DC: December 1997. http://www.dtic.mil/ndp/Full Doc2.pdf, this web address
iS case sengitive.
This report was required by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997.
In addition to conducting a comprehensive assessment of the Quadrennia Defense Review,
the National Defense Panel was required to submit an independent assessment of dternative
force dtructures for U.S. armed forces. This report provides recommendations to the
Secretary of Defense and Congress regarding the optima force dructure to meet
anticipated threatsto U.S. national security through the year 2010 and beyond.

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS). National Military Strategy — Shape, Respond,
Prepare Now: A Military Strategy for a New Era. Washington, DC: 1997. http:/
www.dtic.mil/jcs/core/nms.html.

This document conveys the advice of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and that of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the strategic direction of U.S. armed forces in implementing the
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guidance in the President’s Nationd Security Strategy and the Quadrennia Defense Review
Report.

CJCS. Joint Vision 2020. Washington, DC: May 2000. http://mww.dtic.mil/jv2020/jvpub2. htm.

This document provides the conceptud template for how the U.S. armed forces will apply
its resources and leverage technological opportunities to achieve new leves of effectiveness
in joint warfighting.

CJCS. Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment Process. CJICS| 3137.01A. Washington, DC:

CJCS.

22 Jan 1999. http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcs/3137_01a.pdf.

This indruction provides joint policy and guidance on the role, organization, process
interrdaionships, management, and operation of the Joint Warfighting Capabilities
Assessment Process.

Charter of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council. CICSI 5123.01A. Washington,
DC: 8 March 2001. http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcs/5123 0lapdf.

This ingruction establishes the Joint Requirements Oversght Council (JROC) as an
advisory council to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It delineates JROC
compoasition and respongbilities and further defines the JROC role in the requirements and
acquisition process.

CJCS. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Saff, Commander in Chiefs of the Combatant

Commands, and Joint Saff Participation in the Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting System. CJCSI 8501.01. Washington, DC: 1 April 1999. http://mww.
dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/cjcsd/cjcsi/8501_01.pdf.

This ingruction identifies the functions and responsbilities for the CIJCS, CINCs and Joint
Saff involvement in each phase of the Planning, Program, and Budgeting System. It dso
describes the Congressional budget process.

CJCS. Joint Pub 5-0, Doctrine for Planning Joint Operations. Washington, DC: 13 April 1995.

http://mwww.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/new_pubg/jp5_0.pdf.

This publication is the keystone document of the joint planning series It sats forth
fundamentd principles and doctrine that guide planning by U.S. armed forces in joint or
multinationd operaions.

U.S. Code. http:/imww4.law.corndl.edu/uscode.

This webdte ligts the laws in force, based on the most recent verson made avallable by the
U.S. House of Representatives, that pertain to the U.S. Armed Forces (Title 10) and
Nationd Defense (Title 50).

Davis, Thomas M. Managing Defense After the Cold War. Washington, DC: Center for Strategic

and Budgetary Assessments, June 1997.

This document critiques the current planning and budgeting process. Mr. Davis argues that,
properly modified and better implemented, the PPBS could be made more effective than it
istoday.
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Department of Defense. The Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS). DoDD
7045.14. Washington, DC: 22 May 1984. http://web7.whs.osd.mil/pdf/ d704514p.pdf.

This DoD Directive is a four-page document that establishes the basic policy, procedures,
and respongibilities for the PPBS.

Department of Defense. | mplementation of the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System
(PPBS). DoDI 7045.7. Washington, DC. 23 May 1984. http://web7.whs.
osd.mil/pdf/i70457p.pdf.

This DoD Indruction establishes more detailed procedura guidance for the formulation,
submission, analysis, review and gpprova of DoD plans, programs and budgets. Although
this is an older document and contains some dated information, it serves as a reference
source for the PPBS.

How the Army Runs. A Senior Leader Reference Handbook (2001-2002). Carlide Barracks,
PA: U.S Army Wa College, 15 May 2001. http://carlide-www.army.mil/usawc/dcin,
click on"How the Army Runs' link.

This handbook (aso known as the *“ Green Book”) is used to support the curriculum at the
Army War College. It explains the rdationship of numerous DoD, Joint, and U.S. Army
planning systems and processes that determine the allocation of defense resources.
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Chapter 4
The Acquisition Process

Like the processes we covered in previous chapters, the acquisition process is complex,
highly interactive and yet has a logica sructure. The process can begin with someone identifying a
mission need, which is then developed into a cgpability (weapon sysem or equipment) that fulfills
that need. It can dso start indegpendent of a known requirement, with a technology that, with further
development, has potentia military gpplication. In both cases, there are many decisonsthat validate,
prioritize, fund, and then manage the design, production, operation, and disposad of defense
systems. The forma acquigition processis made up of three principa components. the Requirements
Generation System (RGS),* the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS), and the
Defense Acquisition System (DAS).2

This chapter will focus on the processes of acquigtion, namely the RGS and DAS, to give you
a working underganding of how requirements are identified and vdidated and, after they are
funded, how they become acquisition programs that are managed to produce the systems used by
our military forces.

Purpose

The Defense Acquistion System exidts to secure and sugtain the nation's investments in
technologies, programs, and product support necessary to achieve the National Security Strategy
and support the United States Armed Forces. The primary objective of defense acquisition is to
acquire qudity products that satisfy user needs with measurable improvements to misson
accomplishment and operationa support, in atimely manner, and at afair and reasonable price.

! Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Requirements Generation System, CJCS| 3170.01B (Washington, DC: 15 April
2001, http://www.dtic.mil/doctrinefjel/cjcsd/cjcsi/3170_01b.pdf). This CJICS Instruction is the basic reference for
reguirements generation within the Department of Defense. Many of the phrases and descriptions used in this chapter are
from this source document.

2 Department of Defense, The Defense Acquisition System, DoDD 5000.1 (Washington, DC: 23 October 2000). This DoD
Directive states the policies and principles for all DoD acquisition programs. Department of Defense, Operation of the
Defense Acquisition System, DoDI 5000.2 (Washington, DC: 23 October 2000). This DoD Instruction implements DoDD
5000.1 by establishing the management framework for translating mission needs and technological opportunities into
acquisition programs. Department of Defense, Mandatory Procedures for Major Defense Acquisition Programs and
Major Automated Information System Programs, DoD Regulation 5000.2-R (Washington, DC: 10 June 2001). This DoD
Regulation implements DoDI 5000.2 by establishing mandatory procedures for Major Defense Acquisition Programs
(MDAPs) and Mgjor Automated Information System (MAIS) Programs. It also serves as a general model for other than
MDAP and MAIS acquisition programs. Many of the phrases and descriptions used in this chapter are from these source
documents. These documents can be found in the Acquisition Deskbook: http://www.webh2.deskbook.osd.mil/ and ook
under library shortcuts.

% DoD Directive 5000.1, p. 15.




The RGS, PPBS, and DAS operate continuoudy and concurrently to assist the Secretary of
Defense (SecDef) and other senior officids making critica resource decisons. The information
derived from these systems permits senior Department of Defense (DoD) leaders to dlocate
resources to meet the highest nationa priorities, execute the current budget, and shape the Future-
Y ears Defense Program (FYDP).

Before we discuss the process in its current form, let us take alook at the past to get an
idea of how the current process evolved.

Past

Chalenges and difficulties with the procurement of defense syssems have been around as
long as we have had the need to equip our military forces.

The firg acquisition of a mgor weapon system for the U.S. Government started
with the authorization for the procurement of six large frigates by the U.S. War
Department in 1794. Seventeen months later six keds were laid but only three of
the frigates were built due to schedule dippage and cost overruns.’

During the 1950s, the Service Secretaries exercised most of the control over the acquisition
process. Involvement by the SecDef was basicdly limited to a Sngle go/no-go decison at the
beginning of a mgor program. Thus, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) controlled the
dart of new programs, but was not involved significantly with the management aspect of developing
and fidding defense systems.

During the 1960s, increasing public perceptions of Pentagon mismanagement, cost
overruns, and pressure for more domestic spending served as a catayst for change. In addition to
introducing the PPBS, Defense Secretary McNamara and his "whiz kids' applied the same
revolutionary idess on sysems anayss to the acquigition process. They believed that through
economic andysis, decison makers could identify the best new programs to be adopted. Program
evaluation focused on gpproved programs to ensure established goals and objectives were attained
in the mogt cog-effective manner. These concepts remain a the heart of our current acquisition
process, dthough the defense community has conducted numerous studies, published reports, and
goplied avariety of initiatives, dl in an effort to improve this process.

During the Nixon Adminigtration, Secretary of Defense Mevin Lard and his Deputy, David
Packard, established the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council in 1969 to advise the
SecDef and to review acquigition programs at mgor decison points (milestones) in the acquisition
cyde. Thisforum evolved into the Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) and remains the key decision
making body in the acquisition process.

* Patricia P. Indey et al., Shortening the Acquisition Cycle: Research on Concurrency, Report, Management Consulting and

Research, Inc. (Falls Church, VA: September 30, 1982).
4-2




In conjunction with the Lard-Packard Initiatives, the firss DoD Directive 5000.1 was
published in 1971.° This document was seven pages in length, described the duties of three DoD
officids, and only referred to a few other policy documents. Since then many adjustments have
occurred, which serve to emphasize the evolutionary, dynamic nature of a process that struggles to
achieve efficiency and produce the most effective defense systems that our nation can afford.
Certain principles or themes, however, have remained consstent throughout this transformation
process:

Centralized policy with decentralized execution.

Use of prototypes and operationa test and evauation to gain a better understanding of
technica chalenges and lessen the risk before there is a commitment to production.

Streamline and reduce the number of management levels.
Limit reporting requirements.
Program gtahility.

The Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC), established as the Joint Requirements and
Management Board (JRMB) in 1983, was originaly formed to review proposas produced through
the RGS tha would result in mgor acquigition programs and to determine the “joint” potentid of
these mgjor programs. The Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 expanded the functions of the JROC in
the RGS, DAS, and the defense resource alocation process as awhole.

The latest attempt to reform acquisition procedures can be found in the newest 5000 series
of DoD acquidition documents, which contain changes to many areas of the existing process.
However, Since many current procurement programs started under the old process and depending
on ther leve of maturity may continue under it, we will introduce you to the phases and terminology
of the previous system, then highlight the reason for process changes. We will provide a brief
comparison towards the end of this chapter.

As you read about mgor acquistion programs in the news, you will Hill see the old
terminology for many systems, as they are too far dong to warrant atrangtion to the new program.
Most programs that are gill in the development stages, however, and have not started Low Rate
Initid Production, will likely trangtion into the new process.

Process

General Overview

Before we proceed with the detalls associated with acquigtion, let’s look at the new
acquisition process in very generd terms — how you get from recognizing a needed capability (an
ides) to a weapon system or item of equipment that fulfills that need. Figure 4- 1 depicts the essence
of the acquisition process.

® Joe Ferrara, “DoD’s 5000 Documents: Evolution and Change in Defense Acquisition Policy,” Acquisition Review
Quarterly, Fall 1996, pp. 109-130. This article provides agood historical analysis of acquisition reform.
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Figure 4-1. | dea to Capability

We dat a the beginning of the RGS when someone decides that a capability is needed. In
the forma process, this need is first documented in very broad terms in a Mission Need Statement
(MNS) and then proceeds through a formd validation and approval process. Once approved, the
idea enters the DAS and proceeds through a series of gates or decison points that are caled
milestones. A gatekeeper, the Milestone Decison Authority (MDA), decides if the idea (or,
eventudly, the acquigtion program) should advance. Between the milestones, activities occur in
what is known as an acquisition phase, that develop the idea or program, preparing it to get through
the next milestone. At Milestone A the MDA decides if the origind idea rates further study. During
the first phase (Concept and Technology Development), the idea starts getting some definition. The
manager of the potentid program must consder cost, schedule, performance, interoperability,
security, technology protection, operational support, and infrastructure requirements as well as
develop acquidtion and test and evduation drategies. The next gate, Milestone B, represents a
decison to initiate an acquistion program. Meanwhile, in the PPBS, the lead service or agency is
working the program into a Program Objective Memorandum and budget proposal in order to get
funding from Congress. With funding, the program can proceed through the remaining phases and
milestones during which it will mature into an operaiona capability.

Up to this point we have referred to acquisition programs in a generd sense; before we
continue our discusson, we need to further refine this teem. A DoD acquisition program is a
directed, funded effort designed to provide a new, improved, or continuing capability (a weapons
system, automated information system, or service) in response to a vaidated operational or business
need. Defense acquisition programs are assgned into acquisition categories (ACATS) that reflect
ther level of management, oversght, and review. Generdly, there is a higher levd of oversght for
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more important or expengve programs. The Milestone Decison Authority (MDA) — the gatekeeper
— represents the level of supervision.

Acquisition Categories

There are four primary acquisition categories. ACAT | (large dollar vaue or important for
other reasons); ACAT IA (automated information systems of larger dollar value or important for
other reasons) — the auffix, “A” refersto Automated Information Systems (AlS); ACAT II; and
ACAT Ill. Highly sendtive or classified programs do not fall under these primary categories. Figure
4-2 provides a summary of these ACATS. (Note that al dollar thresholds are Fiscd Year 2000
congtant dollars.)

Category Selection Criteria Designation Milestone Decision
Authority Authority (MDA)

MDAPs: A(C|ZDAATBI)D USD (AT&L)
« Designated by DAE or USD (AT&L) |
. DAE Component
RDT&E > $365M* or (DAE) ACAT IC Hzad

* Procurement > $2.190B (Component) o AR
MAIS: OSD CIO
« Designated by ASD (C3lI) or ACAT IAM (ASD (C3I))

ACAT IA * Single Year Cost > $31.5M or ASD (C3lI)
* Total Program Cost > $126M or ACAT IAC Component
* Total Life -cycle Cost > $378M CIO

ACATI [k ':d )

(Major « Designated by HoC or Component CAE

Systems) « RDT&E > $140M or Head*
* Procurement > $660M

ACAT Il Not ACAT | or Il; Designated by CAE CAE Designated by CAE

* All Dollar Amounts Are in Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 Constant Dollars
**Service Secretary or Director of a Defense Agency

Fiaure 4-2. Acauisition Categories

ACAT Acquisition Category HoC: Head of Component
ASD: Assistant Secretary of Defense MAIS: Major Automated Information
AT&L: Acquisition, Technology, & Logistics Systems
CAE Component Acquisition Executive MDA: Milestone Decision Authority
C3l: Command, Control, Communications, MDAP: Major Defense acquisition Program

& Intelligence OSD: Office of the Secretary of Defense
ClO: Chief Information Officer RDT&E: Research, Development, Test
DAE Defense Acquisition Executive & Evaluation

USD: Under Secretary of Defense

ACAT | Programs

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logisics (USD
(AT&L)) desgnates an acquigition program as ACAT | when its Sze and complexity warrant the
highest level of oversight, when the cost for research, development, test, and evauation (RDT&E) is
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estimated to exceed $365 million, or the estimated cost for procurement exceeds $2.190 billion.
ACAT | programs are dso caled Mgor Defense Acquisition Programs® (MDAPS) and are
organized into two sub-categories based on the levd of oversight determined necessary by the USD
(AT&L):

If the USD (AT&L) chooses to be the Milestone Decison Authority (MDA), the
program is designated as ACAT ID. The auffix, “D” refers to the Defense Acquisition
Board (DAB) that advisesthe USD (AT&L) a magor decison points (milestones).

If the MDA is a DoD Component Head (a service secretary or agency head), or the
desgnated Component Acquisition Executive (CAE), the program is designated as
ACAT IC. The suffix, “C” refersto Component.

ACAT IA Programs

ACAT IA denotes Mgor Automated Information System (MAIS) acquisition programs.
Information systems are designated by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control,
Communications, and Intelligence (ASD (C3l)) as ACAT IA when the sze and complexity of the
program warrants the highest level of oversght, the estimated program codts for any single year
exceeds $31.5 million, the total program cogt is estimated to exceed $126 million, or the totd life-
cycle codt is estimated to exceed $378 million. MAIS programs are organized into two sub-
categories based on the leve of oversight determined necessary by the ASD (C3l):

If the ASD (C3l), who is OSD’s Chief Information Officer (CIO), chooses to be the
MDA, the program is desgnated as ACAT |IAM. The auffix, “M” refers to Mgor
Automated Information System (MAIS).

If the MDA isaDoD Component CIO, the program is designated as ACAT IAC. The
auffix, “C” refersto Component.

ACAT |l Programs

When an acquisition program does not meet the criteria for ACAT | or ACAT IA,
designation authority shifts to the Component Heads. If a service secretary or DoD agency director
determines a program of sufficient importance to warrant service or agency-leve oversight, the
program is desgnated as ACAT Il. A program is aso designated as ACAT Il when the cost for
RDT&E is estimated to exceed $140 million, or estimated procurement cost exceeds $660 million.
The MDA for ACAT II programsis the Component Acquisition Executive.

ACAT Il Programs

These are acquisition programs that do not meet the criteria for ACAT |, ACAT IA, or
ACAT Il. The MDA is designated by the CAE to the lowest appropriate level.

® A list of the current (19 December 2000) Major Defense Acquisition Programs (MDAPs) islocated on DoD’s Acquisition
Website: http://friends.acq.osd.mil/ara/dab_oipt/schedul e/mdaplist.html.

4-6



Requirements Generation System (RGYS)

Almogt dl acquistion programs are based on validated misson needs that result from
ongoing assessments of current and projected capability. DoD components must firg try to satisfy
mission needs through nonmaterid solutions such as doctrina or organizationd changes. If amaterid
solution is required and could result in an ACAT | or ACAT IA program, the JROC reviews the
documented misson need, determines its vdidity, and evaluaes its joint potential. Upon approval,
the misson need is forwarded to the DAB for congderation as an acquisition program. These
activities are organized into a four-phase process: Definition, Documentation, Vaidation, and
Approva.

RGS-Definition Phase

The definition phase of the RGS is shown in Figure 4- 3 and includes the process of defining,
describing, and judtifying a mission need to saisfy a cgpability, deficiency, or exploit atechnologica
opportunity. Mission needs may seek to establish a new operaiond capability, improve an existing
capability, or exploit an opportunity to reduce cost or enhance performance.

Definition

Mission Area

Analysis
Capability
Nonmateriel
Strategy Solution Notify
User
Budget\\:
Perform )
—_ . . D
Threat Mission Need e:\leégwdlne
_ Analysis
Policy
. > Draft
Doctrine Materiel MNS
Solution

Technology

Figure 4-3. RGS: Definition Phase

Mission needs are identified through continuing assessments, such as mission area anadyses.
Current and projected capabilities are congdered in the context of changing military threets, the
nationa security policy, the Nationd Military Strategy, and the Defense Planning Guidance. These
assessments are conducted throughout DoD by the services, DoD agencies, CINCs, OSD, and
Joint Staff.
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Once amission need has been identified, the originator determines whether that need can be
satisfied through nonmaterie solutions such as changes in doctrine, operational concepts, tactics,
training, or organization. If a nonmaterie solution is not feasible, the next sep is to evaduate systems
or programs that are dready being developed, produced, or deployed by other services,
commercial products, or dlied nations that have the potentid of fulfilling the misson need. If no
existing solution is gpparent, the process continues.

RGS-Documentation Phase

In the documentation phase of the RGS, the originator describes the misson need in the
draft MNS that is coordinated with the CINCs services, and DoD agencies that have interest in the
potential program. After this initia coordination and review, the originator of the MNS determines
the appropriate ACAT designation using the criteria in Figure 4-2 on page 4-5. Based on this
determination, the originator forwards the MNS to the appropriate vaidation and approva

authority. Figure 4-4 illugtrates the documentation process.
Definition Validation

Documentation

Nonmateriel
Solution gl Notify JROC
User Validate
- Potential ACAT I, MNS
Determine CINC Generated,
Need JROC Special Interest
YIS
|
> Coordinate
Materiel Draft MNS
Solution 1
ACATII & Il Component
MNS -
l Validate
MNS

Figure 4-4. RGS: Documentation Phase



RGS-Validation Phase

The vaidation phase is the formd review of the MNS by an appropriate authority, other
than the user, to confirm that the misson need exigts and cannot be satisfied by a nonmateriel
solution. The validation authority adso assesses the joint potentid of the MNS. Figure 4-5 depicts
the vaidation process.

Validation

JROC Disapproved | Notify
JROC User
Formal Validate
Potential ACAT I, Review MNS Memo to
CINC Generated, Process Approved USD (AT&L)
JROC Special Interest or ASD (C3I)
'V”I\'S CINC MNS
- JPD “Independent”
Coordinate
Draft MNS
I Component/CINC Disapproved | Notify
ACAT Il & Il . User

MNS Valid
> alidate
Approved MNS with

Service or Agency Sponsor

>

Approved MNS with no
Service or Agency Sponsor

[
»

Figure 4-5. RGS: Validation Phase

The JROC vadlidates al MNSs for dl potentid ACAT |, ACAT IA, and JROC Special
Interest programs.

Service secretaries and agency directors, or their designated CAEs, have vaidation
authority for ACAT Il and ACAT Il MNSs generated within their organizations. CINCs, however,
forward al MNSs generated within their commands to the Joint Requirements Panel (JRP) for initid
review. If the CINC-generated MNS has no joint interest, the JRP returns ACAT |1 and ACAT llI
MNSs to the sponsoring CINC for validation and approva. Though CINCs have the authority to
vaidate these ACAT Il and IIl MNSs, the preferred method is for the CINCs to identify their
mission needs to the appropriate service component. The component commanders then coordinate
the definition and documentation activities through their service and keep the CINCs gpprised of the
status of the MNSs.



RGS-Approval Phase

Approvd is aforma sanction by the JROC or Component Acquisition Executive (CAE)
that the validation process is complete and the identified needs or operationa capabilities described
inthe MNSs are desired. Figure 4-6 depicts this gpprova process.

Validation Approval
JROC Disapproved Notify
————>
User &P

Acquisition

i Decision M
Xg%ﬂ_?’[e NIl Memo to DAB eCIS(I:SM)emO
ALl or Eammmmm— USD (AT&L), mmd . .
Special Interest ASD (C3| Milestone A
MNS ( )
Component
or CINC Disapproved Notify
————»
User
Validate
ACAT Il &I Approved MNS with
MNS Service/Agency Sponsor

Approved MNS with no
Service/Agency Sponsor Designate
—_——————»

Lead Service/Agency

Figure 4-6. RGS: Approval Phase

The gpprovd authority will indicate a joint potentiad designator in the MNS and may
recommend the lead service or agency for programs involving more than one DoD component.
Once approved, the JROC forwards potentidl ACAT | MNSs to USD (AT&L) and ACAT IA
programs to ASD (C3I) for review and consderation for continuation in the acquisition process.
The CAE isthe approva authority for service-generated ACAT 1l and ACAT 111 MNSs.
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Figure 4-7 provides a summary view of the four phases of the RGS.
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Figure 4-7. Requirements Generation System

This may seem like alot of effort to process one document. However, the RGS is intended
to preclude initiating programs that do not contribute to our nationa security requirements, avoids
duplicating existing capabilities, and determines that usng some other means cannot fill the need.

Science and Technology Program

Technological superiority continues to be the cornerstone of U.S. defense drategy.
Maintaining this technologica advantage has become even more important with the downsizing of
force structure and the increasing avalability of high-technology weapons on the world market.

DoD’s Science and Technology (S&T) program grew out of this need to develop options
for decisve military capabilities based on superior technology. The S& T program pursuesthis god
in two ways. In the first gpproach, warfighters and planners anticipate operationa concepts, the
functiona capabilities that might be necessary, and how technology might enable attainment of such
capabilities. Then, the planners develop S&T projects that explore potential technologies, solve
problems, and ultimately deliver the desired capabiilities. In the second approach, planners also sart
from an anticipated scientific opportunity and develop projects to explore that opportunity, but
without any definition of their contribution to military operations.
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The S&T program is organized into three categories of research and development.
Congress authorizes and appropriates funds for each category—Basic Research (6.1 account),
Applied Research (6.2 account), and Advanced Technology Development (6.3 account).

The Basc Research Program (6.1) seeks to advance understanding of fundamenta
aspects of processes and properties. While sometimes this basic research pays a
dividend with a trangtion directly from the research laboratory to a defense system in
the field, breakthroughs often require decades before the potentid is harnessed for
militaay use. Most research products are incrementa, evolutionary advances,
revolutionary breskthroughs are rare, but highly vauable. Basic research is along-term
investment, with emphasis on opportunities far in the future. Universties perform more
than hadf of DoD’s basc research program. Scientits and engineers a DoD
laboratories also perform research. A portion of the program is placed in industry, non
profit research ingtitutes, and other federal laboratories.

The Applied Research Program (6.2) builds on the efforts of basc research by
examining maturing technologies for military use. Applied Research provides proof of
concept experiments and eva uations built around modds and laboratory experiments.

The Advanced Technology Development Program (6.3) takes the results of applied
research by building prototypes that harness technologica advances to provide military
capability.

The Defense Science and Technology Strategy provides DoD’s vison and gods,

establishes priorities, and describes the Structure of the S& T program. The strategy is implemented
through a series of annua documents.’

The Basic Research Plan presents the DoD objectives and investment strategy for
DoD-sponsored basic research (6.1) performed by universities, industry, and service
laboratories.

The Defense Technology Area Plan presents DoD objectives and investment strategy
for applied research (6.2) and advanced technology development (6.3). It takes
horizonta perspective across the service and defense agency S& T efforts.

The Joint Warfighting Science and Technology Plan takes a joint perspective
across the 6.2 and 6.3 programs of the services and defense agencies to ensure they
support priority future joint warfighting capabilities.

The Defense Technology Objectives identify specific technology advancements to be
developed or demondirated, the anticipated date of technology availability, the resulting
benefits, and the required funding to achieve the new capability.

" You can view the Defense Science and Technol ogy Strategy and supporting documents on the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Science and Technology) website: http://www.dtic.mil/dusdst/dstp.html.
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Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrations (ACTDs)

DoD desgned the Science and Technology program to accelerate the development of
technology to a level of maturity a which military utility can be demongtrated. The ACTD process
was initiated in 1994 to permit the early and inexpensve evduation of mature advanced
technologies. Jointly planned by users and technology experts, an ACTD enables operationd forces
to experiment in the field with new technology in order to evauate potentid changes to doctrine,
operationa concepts, tactics, modernization plans, and training. ACTDs involve the warfighters in
the investigation of new technology concepts while exploration of gpplicationsin warfighting sysems
is dill a an informa stage. This method dlows iteraive change of both the system and the usar's
concept of operation without the congraints and cogts incurred in forma acquisition. ACTDs are
structured and executed so that, when successful, they can transition rapidly into formal acouisition.

ACTD Generation and Approval

Although not governed by the Requirements Generation System (RGS), ACTDs undergo a
smilar process. Proposed ACTDs are submitted in response to an amud data cdl issued by the
Deputy USD (Advanced Systems and Concepts) (DUSD[AS& C]). Each proposd includes:

Descriptions of the perceived military need, urgency of timing, and potentid utility of the
candidate system.

Description of the basic technology or concept.
Type of demonstration envisioned.

Participants in the ACTD and degree to which the proposed ACTD will support
joint/combined operations.

Ovedl funding and schedule for the ACTD.
Description of perceived technical, funding, and schedule risks of the proposal.

V2020 operationa concept in view, i.e., Dominant Maneuver, Precison Engagement,
Full-Dimensond Protection, or Focused Logigtics.

Proposed lead service or agency and the user-sponsor.
Envisoned dispostion of resdua assets and ACTD trangtion strategy.

ACTD Briefings, Reviews, and Approval

The DUSD (AS&C), with S& T representatives from across the DoD community, reviews
the proposals, selects ACTD candidates, and forwards these candidates to the JROC. The JROC
reviews and recommends prioritization of ACTD candidates based on military need. This JROC
review is equivdent to their vaidation of MNSs in the RGS. At this point, informetion on the
candidates is provided to the Congressond Authorization and Appropriations Committees for

8 You can find additional information on the ACTD process on the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Advanced
Systems and Concepts website: http://www.acg.osd.mil/actd.
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budget considerations. The Joint Staff and OSD conduct a “find scrub” just prior to the gart of the
fiscd year. DUSD (AS&C) edtablishes the find list and, after coordinaion with VCICS and the
USD (AT&L), 9gnsthefind ACTD Implementation Directives for the approved ACTDs.

ACTD Management Plan

ACTDs bypass much of the documentation required by the RGS, relying instead on the
ACTD Management Plan. As part of the ACTD philosophy, which attempts to avoid excessve
paperwork, this plan is intended to be an executive-level document, written in informa language by
the primary acquigtion and user organizations for the ACTD. The Pan provides a top-levd
decription of the demondration with sufficient detail that the vitd objectives, approach, critica
events, paticipants, schedule, funding, and trandtion objectives are understood and (by
endorsement) agreed upon by dl relevant parties. An Oversight Group, chaired by DUSD (AS&C)
and representation from the principa user and development organizations, and Joint Staff, evaluates
and supervises progress of the ACTD.

ACTD and the Defense Acquisition System
There are three potential outcomes of an ACTD:

If the technology does not demondrate sufficient military utility, the project is
terminated. It never becomes an acquisition program.

If utility is demondrated, the resdud capability that remains at the completion of the
demondretion is fidded as an interim and limited operaiona capability. The
prototype(s) used for warfighter evaluation will be left with the operationd command
and employed as needed.

If utility is demongrated and quantities are needed that exceed the initia prototype
production, the technology enters the Defense Acquisition System. The ACTD could
enter the System Development and Demondration phase, if further development is
warranted, or the Production and Deployment phase.

Defense Acquisition System (DAS)

The DAS is a management process used to trandate broadly-stated user needs and
technologica opportunities into reliable and sustainable systems that provide capabilities to the user.
Figure 4-8 depicts this process. The DAS is organized into three generd activities (pre-systems
acquidtion, systems acquisition, and post-systemns acquidtion) with multiple peths into and out of
each of these activities. Pre-systems acquisition includes the research, development, and
procurement of technology. During systems acquisition, technologies are developed into systems,
which are demonstrated, produced or procured, and deployed. Once deployed, the system is
supported throughout its operationd life and eventua disposd in post-systems acquisition.
Proposed programs may enter at various points of the process, depending on the maturity of the
concept and technology. Decision makers and Program Managers have the flexibility to tailor their
acquidtion drategies to best fit the particular conditions of an individuad program in order to
minimize the time it takes to satisfy the user’s need. Each acquisition phase (Concept and
Technology Development; System Development and Demondration; and Production and
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Deployment) of the DAS includes dl the tasks and activities needed to bring a program to the next
magor decison point (milestone). In order to initiate or move to the next phase, the Milestone
Decison Authority (MDA) reviews the program and condders threat projections, system
performance, unit production cost estimates, life-cycle cods, interoperability, cost-performance-
schedule trade-offs, acquigition strategy, affordability congraints, and risk management. Milestone
reviews (Milestones A, B, and C) require rigorous assessments of the program's status and plans
for the future. The information needs of the MDA and supporting staffs a each level must be
satisfied by the Program Manager.
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Figure 4-8. DAS: Milestones & Phases

It is important to remember that every acquisition program is different and none precisdly
follows the entire process. PMs and MDAs have the flexibility to modify the process around
prescribed core activities to meet the needs of their particular program. They are expected to apply
common sense and sound business practices.

Pre-Systems Acquisition

Pre-sysems acquigtion includes the identification and development of user needs
(accomplished in the Requirements Generation System [RGS)); the development of technologica
opportunities (accomplished in the Science and Technology (S&T) Program); and the selection and
maturation of concepts and technology specific to the development of amaterid solution to the user
needs (accomplished in the Concept and Technology Development phase of DAS).

4-15



One of the paths from pre-sysems acquistion into systems acquistion begins with
examining dternaive concepts to meet a stated misson need. This path garts with a decison to
enter Concept and Technology Development phase a Milestone A.

Milestone A

At Milestone A, the MDA designates a lead service or agency, approves Concept
Exploration exit criteria, and publishes an Acquisition Decison Memorandum (ADM) that approves
entry into the Concept and Technology Development phase. The MDA will initiate concept studies
if a concept has not aready been sdected. A favorable Milestone A decison does not yet mean
that a new acquisition program has been initiated.

Concept and Technology Development Phase

The purpose of the Concept and Technology Development phase is to examine dternative
concepts, including cooperative opportunities and procurement or modification of Allied systems or
equipment, to meet a stated misson need. This phase consists of Concept Exploration followed by
adecison review, and then continues with Component Advanced Development. Some Milestone A
decisions can lead directly to Component Advanced Development.

Concept Exploration typicaly consists of competitive, parald, short-term concept studies.
The focus of this effort is to define and evauate the feasibility of dternative concepts and to provide
a badis for assessing the relative merits (i.e., advantages and disadvantages, degree of risk, etc.) of
these concepts. Analyses of Alternatives are used to facilitate comparisons of aternative concepts.
The most promising system concepts are defined in terms of initia, broad objectives for cog,
schedule, and performance; identification of interoperability, security, and operationd support;
opportunities for trade- offs; overdl acquisition Strategy; and test and evauation Strategy.

During Concept Exploration, the MDA may hold a Decision Review to determineif any of
the concepts involve components that require additiond development before key technologies are
aufficiently mature to enter the next phase (Sysem Development and Demondration). If the
concepts do not require technologies necessitating additional component development, the MDA
will hold the appropriate milestone (B or C) in place of this decison review.

Upon sdlection of a concept, the project enters Component Advanced Development.
This portion of the Concept and Technology Development phase develops a system architecture
and demondrates component technology in arelevant environment. This effort is intended to reduce
risk on components and subsystems that have only been demonstrated in a laboratory environment
and to determine the gppropriate set of subsystems to be integrated in the full system. During this
activity, the lead service or agency develops the Operationd Requirements Document (ORD) that is
required to initiste an acquistion program. Component Advanced Development is normaly
followed by entry into the Sysem Development and Demondration phase after a Milestone B
review and decision by the MDA.

Systems Acquisition

Systems acquisition is the process of developing the concept sdected in pre-systems
acquistion (Concept and Technology Development phase of the DAS) into producible and
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deployable products that provide capability to the user. This activity encompasses the next two
phases of the DAS (System Development and Demonstration; and Production and Deployment).

Milestone B

At each milestone, the MDA has the option to continue the project or program in its current
phase, modify the project or program, terminate the project or program, or proceed into the next
phase. The purpose of Milestone B is to authorize entry into the System Development and
Demondration phase. Entrance into this phase is dependent on technology meaturity, vaidated
requirements, and funding. The MDA reviews dl preceding activities and documentation to include:
the vaidated ORD; threet assessments; the Analyss of Alternatives; technology maturity issues and
assessments; independent cost estimates;, system affordability and funding; and the acquisition
drategy. At Milestone B the MDA confirms the acquisition strategy and approves the devel opment
Acquigtion Program Basdine (APB) and Sysem Development and Demondration phase exit
criteria. The MDA'’s decisons are forwarded in the Milesone B ADM. The Director of
Operationd Test and Evauation (DOT&E) approves the Test and Evduation Master Plan for dll
OSD test evauation oversght programs. Normdly, a favorable Milestone B decision condtitutes the
initiation of an acquidtion program.

System Development and Demonstration

The purpose of the System Development and Demongtration phase is to develop a system,
reduce program risk, ensure operationa supportability, design for producibility, ensure affordability,
ensure protection of Criticd Program Information, and demondrate system integration,
interoperability, and utility. This phase condss of System Integration followed by an interim
progress review, and then continues with Syster Demondration. During System Integration, the
Program Manager (PM) integrates the components and subsystems into a complete system based
on the architecture developed in the previous phase. The integrated system is then demongtrated in a
relevant environment using prototypes. The PM conducts an I nterim Progr ess Reviewto confirm
that the program is progressng within the phase as planned or to adjust the plan to better
accommodate progress made to date, changed circumstances, or both. During System
Demonstration, the PM conducts developmenta testing usng smulation modds, demongrations,
and prototypes. The test results are intended to demondirate the ability of the system to operatein a
useful way in its intended environment and to ensure risks associated with the technology are better
understood. The PM identifies trade-offs required to maximize codt, schedule, and performance
benefits. The ORD and APB are adjusted as required. If necessary, life-cycle cost estimates are
revised to provide data on development, procurement, and operations and support costs. The PM
ensures this cost data is updated in the PPBS. When the exit criteria are met, the program is ready
for Milestone C review.

Milestone C

A favorable Milestone C decison authorizes an acquigtion program to enter into the
Production and Deployment phase. For Mgor Defense Acquisition Programs (ACAT 1) and mgor
systems (ACAT II), this condtitutes authorization to commence low-rate initid production (LRIP).
For non-mgor sysems that do not require LRIP, this conditutes authorization to commence
production or procurement. The MDA reviews the preceding activities and documentation to
include: the validated ORD; threet assessments; independent cost estimates,; system affordability and
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funding; and the acquisition Strategy. At Milestone B, the MDA confirms the acquisition strategy and
approves the updated development APB and Production and Deployment phase exit criteria. The
MDA'’s decisons are forwarded in the Milestone C ADM. The Director of Operationd Test and
Evaduation (DOT&E) approves the Test and Evauation Master Plan for al OSD test evauation
oversgght programs.

The decision to advance a program into the Production and Deployment phase is sgnificant.
Production or procurement consumes enormous resources and rardy will ACAT | programs be
reversed once they get moving through this phase.

Production and Deployment Phase

The purpose of the Production and Deployment phase is to achieve an operationd
capability that satisfies the misson need. This phase conssts of low-rate initid production followed
by a decison review, and then continues with full-rate production and deployment.

The objective of Low-Rate Initial Production (LRIP) is to complete manufacturing
development to ensure adequate and efficient manufacturing capability and to produce the minimum
guantities necessary to provide production configured or representative articles for operationa tests.
This dso establishes an initia production base for the system and permits an orderly increase in the
production rate, sufficient to lead to full-rate production upon successful completion of operationa
tesing. DOT&E is the decison authority for the number of LRIP aticles required for Initid
Operationd Test and Evauation and for Live-Fire Test and Evauation.

Before making the full-rate production and deployment decison, the MDA holds a
Decision Review. This review is amilar to a milestone decison in that the MDA will review
independent cost estimates, results of operationd and live fire test and evaudtion, and C4l
supportability and interoperability. The MDA must gpprove the acquisition strategy, the production
APB, and provisons for evaduation of post-deployment performance. Following the MDA'’s
gpprova, the program will enter Full-Rate Production.

Post-Systems Acquisition

The objectives of post-system acquisition are the execution of a support program that meets
operational support performance requirements and sustainment of the system in the most cogt-
effective manner for the life-cycle of the system. The sustainment program includes al eements
necessary to maintain the readiness and operationa capability of the deployed system. This normally
includes supply, maintenance, transportation, C4l, manpower, personnd training, survivability,
safety, and environmental management.

When the system reaches the end of its useful life, it must be disposed of in an gppropriate
manner. During demilitarization and disposd, the PM ensures materid that requires demilitarization
is controlled and disposdl is carried out in away that minimizes DoD's liability due to environmentd,
safety, security, and hedth issues.

Evolutionary Acquisition

Evolutionary and single step are two gpproaches to bring an acquisition program to full
capability. The evolutionary gpproach is preferred. In the single step to full capability approach, the
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full system capabiility is developed and demongtrated prior to a Milestone C decison. Under this
gpproach, any modification that is of sufficient cost and complexity that it could itsdf qudify as an
ACAT | or ACAT IA isconddered for management purposes as a separate acquisition effort.

Evolutionary acquigtion is an gpproach that fields an operationaly useful and supportable
capability in as short a time as possble. It ddivers an initid cgpability with the explicit intent of
delivering improved or updated capability at some point in the future. In evolutionary acquisition, the
ultimate capability delivered to the user is divided into two or more blocks, each with increasng
increments of capability. Block | providestheinitia deployment capability. Deliveries for subsequent
blocks may extend over months or years.

Process Summary

Providing quality wegpons and equipment needed by our forces to accomplish the retiond
military srategy requires a highly disciplined, yet flexible management framework thet effectively
trandates operationa needs and technology opportunities into stable, affordable acquisition
programs.

Through an assessment process, JWCA teams, CINCs services, and DoD agencies
determine requirements or mission needs that are vaidated and gpproved by the JROC or service
leadership. After approva, further studies and anadyses determine the best dternative to meet the
mission need. Once an dterndive is chosen, the acquigition program is initiated. Meanwhile, DoD’s
Science and Technology Program explores potentia technologies through basic and applied
research and advanced technology development. Depending on the maturity of some of these
technologies, they are inserted into the acquisition system at various points. Regardless of the path
through which a potentia program enters the system, the acquistion process continues through a
series of phases, pardlding the life cycle of the wegpon systems it creates and supports. The
decison maker reviews the status of the project or program before a potentia program enters the
system and a each subsequent milestone. This close scrutiny includes reviewing the maturity of
concepts and technology; investigating aternative (chegper or more timely) means,; assessng if the
mission need Hill exigts and that the system is achieving the desired objectives at the expected cog;
and making trade-offs among cost, schedule, and performance. Given that the decison maker
makes a favorable decison, the program will poceed through the process. When a need has
approva to proceed as an actud program, there must be funding available. This is where the RGS
and DAS interface with the PPBS. The decison makers who identify, vaidate, and approve the
requirement and the decision makers who determine that the requirement will become an acquigtion
program must work closgly with service programmers.

Old verses New Acquisition Process

Previoudy, an acquistion program was divided into four phases, each beginning with
successful completion of a milestone review. The Concept Exploration phase focused efforts on
defining and evauating the feashility of dternaive concepts dong with their rdative merits (i.e,
advantages/disadvantages, degree of risk, etc.). In the Program Definition and Risk Reduction
phase, developmental testing was conducted usng smulaion models, demondrations and
prototypes. Test results were used to help sdlect the system to be developed, and ensured risks
asociated with technology, manufacturing, and support were better understood. In the

4-19



Engineering and Manufacturing Development phase, contractors would design, fabricate, test
and evaluae a complete system. In the Production, Fielding/Deployment, and Operational
Support phase, systems are produced and deployed. Operationa support begins when the firgt
system isfidded and continues until the system leaves the inventory.

Do we need

something
we don’t have?

(Requirement Defense What is the
Generation System) System best plan for

Milestone 0 : production &
fielding?
What are the (Production,
i Fielding/
alternatives for Flelding
i Deployment
meeting the _D_&y
requirement? =
(Concept Operational
p ion) Support
Exploration Milestone Il

Milestone |

Milestone Il

How should the
concept be designed
and manufactured?

What alternative is
most feasible scientifically
and technically?

(Program Definition & Risk (@g_ineiing_&
Reduction) Manufacturing Development)

Figure 4-9. Old Acquisition System

Figure 4-9 shows the old acquisition process. Problems associated with this process included little
emphasis on logigtics and mantenance, no easy way to integrate innovations in technology, and no
firm decison criteria. Contrast this with the new system as shown in Figure 4- 10.
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Figure 4-10. New Acquisition System

At firs glance, it may appear that the process is the same, with only the names of phases and
milestones changed. While somewnhat true on the surface, the mgjor changes are embedded in the
activities tha take place in each phase, and the flexibility with which the program manager can
conduct these activities. This process dso dlows for multiple entry points into the cycle to take
advantage of more mature systems or technologies. This new system is designed to reduce cog,
gpeed the introduction of advanced technology, shorten cycle times, encourage commercid
competition, and provide firm decison criteria a multiple stages to ensure technologicd maturity
prior to making costly procurement decisions. Whether or not the process will solve or mitigate
chronic acquisition problems remains to be seen.

Joint Programs’

A joint program is an acquidition program funded (in any phase) by more than one DoD
component. Typicaly there is a lead service or component for a joint program. The lead service
selects the Program Manager and funds dl Research, Development, Testing, and Evduation for the
program except for those portions that are unique to a particular service. The relaionship between
the various services and the program office is spelled out in a memorandum of agreement (MOA).
This MOA specifies the responsihilities of the participating agencies, system requirements, funding,
manpower, and the gpproval process for the program documentation.

% Eller, Barry A., Joint Program Management Handbook, Defense Systems Management College Press, July 1996.
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The MDA decides whether to establish a joint program. The JROC (for DAB programs),
the IT OIPT (for MAIS programs), and the DoD component heads (for al other programs) can
recommend establishment of ajoint program based upon its joint potentia.

Creeting ajoint program dlows for efficiencies. It dlows for larger quantity production buys
thereby reducing unit prices. It dlows for consolidation of program documentation (i.e. Sngle ORD,
TEMP, APB, etc.). Findly, it reduces saffing requirements by giving the lead agency control over
periodic reports and milestone documentation.

Joint programs require service commitment. A DoD component may not easily terminate or
subgtantialy cut its participation in ajoint program. In fact, any such action must be reviewed by the
JROC (for ACAT ID programs). USD (AT&L) may require a component to continue funding a
program after withdrawa if that funding is necessary to maintain program efficiency.

JROC/JWCA Support

The JROC and the JWCA process have become familiar fixtures in the resource dlocation
process. We have seen how they influence requirements generation and continue to evauate and
vdidae sysems as they work their way through the acquisition process, ensuring that the
operationa requirements of the CINCs are satisfied. The ongoing capabilities assessment and
recommendations that come from the JWCA process support strategy decisions made in the JSPS;
programming and budget decisions made in the PPBS; requirement decisions made in the RGS; and
acquisition decisons made in the DAS. Figure 4-11 illustrates the decision support provided by the
JROC/IWCA throughout the resource all ocation process.

]
0
>

Chairman’s Program Assessment
Chairman’s Program Recommendation
Joint Requirements Oversight Council

: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
Key Performance Parameter
Mission Need Statement
Operational Requirements Document

[Te)
[o]ps]

(&
<
o
>

A
Za
o

<
=z
n

o
0
O

Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System |

Figure 4-11. JROC/JWCA Support of the Acquisition Process
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CINC Influence

The primary objective of the acquisition process is to acquire quality products that satisfy
the needs of the warfighter. Figure 4-12 serves as a reminder of the many opportunities the CINCs
have to influence the acquigition process.
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Figure4-12. CINCs Influence on Acquisition
TD: Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
INCs: Commanders-In-Chief JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System
CS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff JSR: Joint Strategy Review
A: Chairman’s Program Assessment JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
R: Chairman’s Program Recommendation MNS: Mission Need Statement
S: Chairman’s Readiness System NMS: National Military Strategy
S: Defense Acquisition System PBDs: Program Budget Decisions
G: Defense Planning Guidance PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda
B: Defense Resources Board POMs: Program Objective Memoranda
s: Integrated Priority Lists PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
D: Joint Planning Document PRG: Program Review Group
OC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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People

The SecDef controls the acquisition process. The services and DoD agencies manage the
mgority of the programs through policies and procedures established by the SecDef. To assst with
overal management of this complex process, three senior advisory bodies provide oversight of each
of the three systems that make up the process. The Joint Requirements Oversight Council oversees
the Reguirements Generation System (RGS), the Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) oversees the
Defense Acquigtion System (DAS), and the Defense Resources Board oversees the PPBS. Figure
4-13 shows the composition of these three forums. As you study the diagram, notice that there are
individuals who belong to two or more of these bodies. Other groups, such as the Defense Systems
Affordability Council, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, and defense industries,

aso play various roles in the acquisition process.

Defense Resources Defense Acquisition Joint Requirements
Board Board Oversight Council

Directorate (Joint Staff)

Chairman DepSecDef USD (AT&L) VCJCS
Vice Chairman CJCS VCJICS
Executive Secretary | Director, PA&E Dep. Director, ASM Director, J-8
Members Service Secretaries USD (Comptroller) VCNO
VCJICS ASD (S&TR) ACMC
(Others may participate uSD (AT&L) A,SD (C3) VCofS Army
at the request of the USD (Policy) Director, OT&E VCofS Air Force
chairman of each USD (Comptroller) CAEs (Navy, Army, & Air Force)
respective board.) USD (P&R) OIPT Leader
PEO
PM
ACMC: Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps JROC:  Joint Requirements Oversight Council
ASD:  Assistant Secretary of Defense OIPT: Overarching Integrated Product Team
ASM:  Acquisition Systems Management OT&E:  Operational Test & Evaluation
AT&L: Acquisition, Technology, & Logistics PEO: Program Executive Officer
CAE: Component Acquisition Executive PM: Program Manager
CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff P&R: Personnel & Readiness
C3l: Command, Control, Communications, & S&TR: Strategy & Threat Reduction
Intelligence USD: Under Secretary of Defense
DAB: Defense Acquisition Board VCJICS: Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
DRB: Defense Resources Board VCNO: Vice Chief of Naval Operations
J-8: Force Structure, Resources, & Assessment VCofS Vice Chief of Staff

Figure 4-13. Acquisition Oversight
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Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC)
The JROC has Title 10 respongbility to asssts the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

(CICS) hy:

Identifying and assessing the priority of joint military requirements (including exiging
systemns and equipment) to meet the nationd military srategy.

Conddering dterndives to any acquidtion program that have been identified to meet
military requirements by evauating the codt, schedule, and performance criteria of the
program and of the identified aternatives.

Assgning joint priority among existing and future programs meeting valid requirements,
ensuring that the assgnment of such priorities conforms to and reflects resource levels
projected by the SecDef through the Defense Planning Guidance.

Recdl that the JROC assgsin the

SIJINEAECIENENSROVSSIVRIROVIIIN  eparation of the Chairman's Program

Recommendation and the Charman’'s

Chairman Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Program A ent. Since al of this

Executive Director, J-8 (Force Structure, Resources JROC energy is focused on requirements

Secretary & Assessment Directorate) and Cép’ébi“ti%, itis Iogicd that the JROC

Members « Vice Chief of Naval Operations adso hes oversght r%ponsblllty of the
» Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps RGS.

* Vice Chief of Staff of the Army The JROC is the validation and

* Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force aJpI'OVd aJthority for Misson Need

Statements (MNSs) for potential ACAT I,

ACAT IA, and JROC Specia Interest

programs. Upon approva, the JROC

forwards an MNS to the DAB for consideration. The JROC continues to evauate mgor acquisition
programs as they proceed through the Defense Acquisition System (DAYS) to ensure they continue
to meet needs of the warfighters. The JROC may aso address norrmgor programs to resolve
contentious and high-interest issues such as: designation of the lead service or agency, requirements
disconnects, or to review programs at the request of the SecDef or the USD (AT&L). The JROC

dso plays

a role in the Advanced Concept Technology Demondration (ACTD) process by

reviewing and recommending the prioritization of ACTD candidates based on military need.

The Joint Requirements Board (JRB) and the Joint Requirements Panel (JRP) assst the
JROC with its RGS oversight responsibilities. Both serve as advisory boards and coordinate and
review the RGS documents.

The JRB is a subordinate organization of the JROC and is composed of flag and genera
officers from each of the services. The JRB members are normaly officers who are
involved with the services requirement processes. The JROC Secretary (Director of J-
8) chairsthe JRB.

The JRP is a subordinate organization of the JRB and JROC, and is composed of
senior fied-grade officers who are the principa advisors to the service's JRB/JROC
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principals. A representative from the Defense Intelligence Agency aso rves on the
pand. The Deputy Director, J-8 chairs the JRP.

Defense Acquisition Board (DAB)

Defense Acquisition Board

Chairman

Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology, &
Logistics)

Vice Chairman

Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Execslgggtary Deputy Director, Acquisition Systems Management
« Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
« Assistant Secretary of Defense (Strategy & Threat
Reduction)
« Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control,
Members Communications, & Intelligence)

« Director, Operational Testing & Evaluation

« Component Acquisition Executives
(Navy, Army, & Air Force)

« Overarching Integrated Product Team Leader
» Program Executive Officer
« Program Manager

The DAB is the senior DoD
acquistion review board. It is composed
largely of senior civilian DoD offidds and is
chared by the USD (AT&L). The Vice
Charman of the Joint Chiefs of Steff
(VCICY) is the vice charman of the DAB
and provides military judgment and expertise.
The DAB provides Specific
recommendations to the USD (AT&L) on
individua acquistion programs and assds
the USD (AT&L) in edadlishing acquidtion
policies and procedures. The DAB mests to
review ACAT ID programs when they reach

a milestone in the Defense Acquistion System, and recommends a course of action to USD
(AT&L) regarding the program’ s future.

Defense Resour ces Board (DRB)

Defense Resources Board

Chairman

Deputy Secretary of Defense

Vice Chairman

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Executive Secretary

Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation

Members

« Service Secretaries
« Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

« Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, & Logistics

* Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
* Under Secretary of Defense, Comptroller

* Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel
& Readiness

The DRB is the senior DoD
resource alocation board and is chaired by
the DepSecDef. The DRB reviews dl
aspects of DoD’s resources and advises the
SecDef on mgor resource dlocation
decisons. A DRB review can severdy
impact the budgeting of mgor acquigtion
systems as esch program must compete
with dl other programs for funding. We saw
the DRB in action in our sudy of the PPBS
in Chapter 3. It resolves programming
issues during the programming phase,
helping the DepSecDef (ultimady the

SecDef) make decisons on the programs that will go forward in the FYDP and end up in the
Presdent’s Budget. If Congress gppropriates funds for a program, that program will continue in the
acquisition process and eventually become an operationa system.
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Defense Systems Affordability Council (DSAC)®

The DSAC (formerly the Defense Manufacturing Council) provides a forum for senior
acquisition leadership to discuss acquidition issues. It plays an integrd role in the implementation of
acquistion reform, specificaly to deveop and guide the implementation of an integrated DoD
drategy for more efficient and effective modernization. To achieve this end, the DSAC seeks to
reduce the cycle time of acquisition and support, reduce the total ownership costs of defense
systems, and reduce the overhead costs of the acquistion and logistics infrastructure. The DSAC is
chaired by USD (AT&L) and has representation from the acquisition and logigtics communities of
OSD, Joint Staff, defense agencies, and services.

Defense Advanced Resear ch Projects Agency (DARPA)

DoD egablished DARPA in 1957 in response to the Soviet Union's launch of Sputnik to
ensure the U.S. military was equipped with state- of-the-art technology and to prevent technological
aurprise from its adversaries. DARPA’s misson is to develop imaginative, innovative, and often
high-risk research ideas whose technologica impact goes well beyond the norma evolutionary
developmenta gpproaches; and to pursue these ideas from the demondtration of technical feasbility
through the development of prototype systems. Unlike the top-down, requirements-driven research
and development conducted by the services, DARPA'’s research and development is bottom-up
and driven by event and opportunity. The Director of DARPA reports to the Director, Defense
Research and Engineering, who comes under USD (AT&L).

Defense Industries

The changing face of the military industrid complex in a competitive globa economy has
changed the way the defense indudtry influences and interacts with the Department of Defense.
Since the end of the Cold War, defense drawdowns have had a significant affect on companies used
to guaranteed business and strong politica  support. In the early 1990s, then Deputy Secretary of
Defense William Perry warned there would no longer be enough work to spread among the existing
defense contractors. The resulting defense industry consolidation has |eft just a handful of companies
capable of fidding mgor wegpon systems, with little market-based competition. In addition, many
of DoD’s reform efforts have had unintended consequences on the financid hedth of these few
remaning companies. Many companies that have never done business with DoD are developing
technology that has potentia military applications. How to interest these potentia sources of defense
technology in atightly regulated market is another chdlenge of acquisition reform.

Now that you are aware of the senior decision-making bodies that manage the process, and
other entities and organizations that influence it, we will continue by discussng some key individuds.
Deputy Secretary of Defense (DepSecDef)

As the charman of the DRB, the DepSecDef gpproves funding for new acquigtion
programs and provides generd affordability planning guidance for use in structuring these programs.

1% For additional information on this organization, see DSAC’s website: http://www.acq.osd.mil/dsac.

™ For additional information on this organization, see DARPA’s website: http://www.darpa.mil.
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Other Participants from Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)

Included in this lig of OSD participants are many individuas we have dready discussed
under the PPBS in Chapter 2.2 Their role in programming and budgeting affects the activities in the
DAS. If a program is not included in the FYDP or the DoD budget proposa, or if Congress does
not appropriate funds, then there is no acquigition program. The following are some of the more
important participants in the acquidition process:

The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD [Policy]) leads the DoD planning
effort and is amember of the DRB.

The Under Secretary of Defense, Comptroller (USD [Comptroller]) leads the
DoD budgeting effort and provides independent cost estimates on programs in the
acquisition cycle. The Compitroller isamember of the DRB, DAB, and DSAC.

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics
(USD [AT&L]) isthe senior acquisition officia and establishes acquisition policies and
procedures for DoD. The USD (AT&L) is the Defense Acquistion Executive for
ACAT ID programs. The USD (AT&L) isthe chairman of the DAB and DSAC, and is
aso amember of the DRB.

The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Advanced Systems and Concepts
(DUSD [AS& C]) manages the ACTD program and is a plenary group member of the
DSAC.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications,
and Intelligence (ASD [C3I]) isDoD’s Chief Information Officer (C1O). As such, the
ASD (C3lI) is the Depatment's Acquistion Executive for Automated Information
Systemns (A1Ss) and establishes acquisition policies and procedures unique to AlSs. In
this capacity, ASD (C3l) is responsble to ensure interoperability of information
technology and nationd security systemns throughout DaD.

The Director of Operational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) establishes DoD
policies and procedures for operationa test and evauation, and live-fire test and
evauation.

The Director of Program Analysis and Evaluation (PA& E) provides guidance for
the conduct of Andyss of Alternatives studies prepared for acquisition programs, and
then reviews their results. For Automated Information Systems, PA&E reviews cost
and benefit anadyses to ensure they are accurate and complete.

12 Appendix 1, pp. A-1-3 through A-1-5 of thistext provides information on the organizational structure of the Office of the
Secretary of Defense
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS)

The CJICS is responsble for assessng military requirements for defense acquisition
programs and represents the CINCs with regard to their operationa needs. In this capacity, the
Chairman is respongble for establishing policies and procedures that govern the RGS.

Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (VCJCYS)

The VCICS is chairman of the JROC, vice chairman of the DAB, and is a member of the
DRB. The CJICS deegates oversght authority for the RGS to the VCICS who exercises this
authority as the chairman of the JROC. The VCICS is the Requirements Authority for al potentia
Magor Defense Acquistion Programs and designated Specid Interest acquisition programs. The
VCJICS assists the CICS in representing the CINCS interests in every aspect of the resource
allocation process.

Military Departments (Services)

Service Secretaries are respongble for implementing policies and procedures that govern
individual service requirements, programming and budgeting, and acquisition processes. Service
Secretaries are members of the DRB. As Component Heads, they act as Milestone Decison
Authorities, or can delegate this authority to their service Component Acquisition Executive (CAE),
an Assistant Secretary.

The services define misson needs and operaiond requirements, and coordinate the
documentation of those requirements with the other services and the CINCs. For ACAT I or
ACAT Il programs, the services have vdidation and approva authority. Based on the approved
mission need and programming guidance from the SecDef, the services conduct funding studies and
build acquisition programs into their Program Objective Memoranda.

Combatant Commanders (CINCs)

The CINCs identify their mogt critica requirements (mission needs) to the SecDef, CJCS,
and services by the annua submisson of ther Integrated Priority Ligts. In a complementary process,
the CINCs identify their misson needs (critical or otherwise) to their service component
commanders, who then document and coordinate those needs in the form of Misson Need
Statements (MNS), track their progress through the RGS, and keep the CINC apprised of their
gatus. CINCs have authority to vaidate and approve MNSs generated by their own command if
the MNS has no potentia for joint development or procurement. Once approved, the CINC will
forward the MNS to the appropriate service or agency’s office responsible for requirements
generation, which will forward the MNS to their CAE. With the exception of U.S. Specid
Operations Command, the CINCs have no acquisition executive. The CINCs do not have
membership on any resource boards or councils; their interests are represented by the CJCS as the
vice charman of the DRB, and the VCJCS who is the chairman of the JROC, vice chairman of the
DAB, and a DRB member. This is consstent with the CINCS' role as operational commanders.
Generdly, CINCs have very smdl gtaff ements dedicated to resource alocation.

U.S. Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) has a unique role among the CINCs as the Joint
Force Integrator and as the executive agent for joint experimentation. JFJCOM is responsble for
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developing joint, combined, and inter-agency capabilities to improve interoperability and enhance
current operationa capabilities, identifying and assessing future joint warfare concepts and the
required operationa capabilities to support them; and coordinating and synchronizing current
integration activities with the development of future operationa capabilities. JFCOM works closdy
with the Joint Staff, JROC, services, and other CINCs to identify and refine Required Operationd
Capabilities (ROC) and MNSs for joint interoperability. This effort eiminates the development and
fidding of codly dand-aone systems, which can result in mgor interoperability problems. In
addition, JFCOM's efforts can prevent the mis-application of scare resources that have potentid for
support of joint operations.

DoD Agencies

The DoD agencies may develop their own misson needs as DoD components. They may
be directed to manage acquisition programs initiated by the CINCsor services.

Mogt of the participants we have covered belong to organizations or are members of high-
level boards or councils that oversee the entire acquisition process. Now it is time to discuss
acquigtion players who work closer to or in the trenches.

Acquisition Executive

Acquidtion executives are individuds within DoD charged with overdl acquigtion
management respongbilities within their respective organizations. The USD (AT&L) isthe Defense
Acquistion Executive (DAE) responsible for dl acquisition matters within DoD. The Component
Acquigtion Executives (CAES) are the Secretaries of the Military Departments, Directors of DoD
agencies, and the Commander in Chief of U.S Specid Operations Command. They have authority
to delegate this responghility and normaly appoint senior civilian officids (assistant secretary leve)
asthaer CAEs. The CAEs supervise the operation of the acquigition process within their component
and enforce policies established by the USD (AT&L). The CAEs a0 serve as Milestone Decision
Authorities (MDAs) for assgned ACAT IC and ACAT Il programs. For example, in the
Department of the Navy, the Assgtant Secretary of the Navy, Research, Development, and
Acquistionisthe CAE.

Program Executive Officer (PEQO)

PEOs normaly manage multiple, related programs (occasiondly, a PEO will only manege a
sngle program, such as the Joint Strike FHghter). They review the Program Managers proposed
acquidition strategies and the levd of risk associated with such plans. Asthe acquistion Strategy of a
program is executed, the PEO assesses problems reported by the Program Manager and helps
determine the changes that may be necessary. PEOs dso serve as MDASs for assigned ACAT Il
programs. Examples of Navy program areas with designated PEOs are; Tactica Air Programs,
Theater Air Defense and Surface Combatants; Advanced Amphibious Assault; Undersea Warfare;
and Information Technology.

Program Manager (PM)

A PM, in most cases, manages a sngle program. As pat of ther management
responsibilities, PMs provide assessments of program status and risk to higher authorities (PEOS)
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and to the user; actively manage program codt, performance, and schedule; and provide
assessments of contractor performance.

Integrated Product Team (I1PT)

An IPT is a multi-functiona team composed of representatives from al appropriate
functiond disciplines, sometimes including defense indusiry representatives. They work with a team
leader to build a successful and balanced program, identify and resolve issues, and make sound and
timely recommendations to facilitate decison making at dl levels of the acquistion management
sructure. IPTs assist the PM by engaging OSD and service gaffs in early and continuous support,
and by identifying and resolving issues as early and as quickly as possible.

Requirements Authority

The Requirements Authority is the individud within the DoD component charged with
overd|l reguirements definition and vadidation, induding the development of Misson Need
Statements, Capstone Requirements Documents, and Operationd Requirements Documents. The
VCICS, in therole as Chairman of the JROC, is the Requirements Authority for al potentid Maor
Defense Acquisition Programs and designated defense Specid Interest programs.

Products

Like the other processes we have studied, acquisition involves a lot of documentation.
Some of the items discussed below, dthough technicaly not documents, are important management
tools that will show up h many different acquisition documents and influence the decision-making
process. The firg three documents we will address are associated with the RGS: the Misson Need
Saement (MNS), the Capstone Requirements Document (CRD), and the Operationad
Requirements Document (ORD). Subsequent documents are more closdy associated with the
DAS.
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Mission Need Statement (MNS)

The MNS presents a requirement for an operational capability in broad terms. The
refinement to system-specific characteristics will come later in the process after the mission need has

been gpproved. Any organization in DoD (services, CINCs, Joint Staff, DoD agencies, and OSD)

can generate a MN'S as long as it follows a specified format shown in Figure 4-14." Note that the
misson need must be linked to planning and programming activities in the PPBS. Also note the

required discusson of nonmaterid solutions, and potentid materid solutions that could result from

exploiting other service or Allied programs. The last portion of the document indicates the expected

level of joint DoD comporent involvement.

MISSION NEED STATEMENT FOR

TITLE OF OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY NEED

Potential ACAT
1. Defense Planning Guidance Element. Identify the major program planning objective or section of the
Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) to which this need responds.

2. Mission and Threat Analyses. |dentify and describe the mission need or deficiency in terms of mission,
objectives, and general capabilities, not in terms of equipment or system-specific performance characteristics.
Discussthe projected threat environment and shortfalls of existing capabilitiesin meeting thesethreats.
Comment on thetiming and priority of need relative to other needsin thismission area.

3. Nonmateriel Alternatives. Identify any changesin U.S. or allied doctrine, operational concepts, tactics,
organization, and training that were consider ed and why they werejudged inadequate.

4. Potential Materiel Alternatives. Identify known systemsor programsthat address similar needs and that are
deployed or arein development or production by other services, agencies, or allied nations. Discuss potential for
inter-service or allied cooperation.

5. Constraints. Describekey boundary conditionsrelated to infrastructure support that may affect satisfying the
need: available facilities; logistic support; transportation; global geospatial information and services support;
manpower, personnel, and training constraints; command, control, communications, and intelligence interfaces;
security; standardization and inter oper ability within DoD components, NATO, other allies, U.S. gover nment
agencies and non-gover nment organizations. Address operational environmentsin w hich the mission is expected
to be accomplished and the level of desired mission capability in these environments.

6. Joint Potential Designator . Indicate the Joint Potential Designator established through the validation process.
A. Independent No potential for other serviceuseor systemsinterfaceor for joint development or
procurement.
B. Joint Interest. Joint program management isinappropriate, but a potential for other service use or
systems interface exists.
C. Joint A potential for joint program management, joint funding, and/or joint development or
procurement exists.

Figure 4-14. Mission Need Statement

13 cJCsl 3170.01A, Appendix A to Enclosure C.
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Capstone Requirements Document (CRD)

The CRD can be used to identify overarching requirements for a sysem or severd
programs that form a “system-of-systems.” Examples include missile defense, surveillance, or mgor
command and control systems. A CRD is gppropriate when the mission area requires more than
one Operationa Reguirements Document (ORD), especidly when these systems are developed by
more than one sarvice. The CRD should be developed after the MNS(s) are vaidated and prior to
Milestone B. The JROC designates the lead agency to best represent the overarching requirements
covered by the CRD. Figure 4-15 shows the required format and content of the CRD.*

CAPSTONE REQUIREMENTSDOCUMENT FOR
PROGRAM TITLE

1. General Description of Operational Capability. Describe CRD analysisand development
process. Describethe overall CRD mission area (identify all related documents and possible
implications for changing joint doctrine). Describe the family-of-systems/system-of-systems
(FoS'SoS) concept. Identify the operational elementsthat arerequired to support the CRD
mission area. Provideguidancefor suitability and infrastructure support.

2. Threat. Summarizethethreat to be countered and the projected threat environment.
Threat information isbased on a Defense | ntelligence Agency (or appropriate Service
Intelligence Center) validated threat.

3. Shortcomingsin Mission Area & Existing Systems. Describe shortcomings or absence of
existing capabilitiesand systemsto fulfill the needs of the CRD mission area in the context
of postulated threat. Explain why existing C4l SR systems and technical ar chitectures
cannot meet current or projected requirements for proposed FoSSoS.

4. Capabilities Required. Describetherequirementsfor each of the CRD operational elements
(e.g. C4l, attack operations, active defense, passive defense, general). Provide criteria and
rationale for each requirement. ldentify threshold (minimum acceptable value) and
objective required to satisfy the mission need. |dentify thetime-based natur e of the need
and the eventsthat aredriving the need. Develop CRD key performance parameters
(KPPs) that are output oriented, stated in terms of thresholds and objectives, and
measurable to facilitate the analysis of progressin achieving the capabilitiesoutlined in the
CRD. All CRDswill have asa minimum an inter oper ability KPP that definesthe level of
inter oper ability across the family of systems.

Figure 4-15. Capstone Requirements Document

“ Ibid., Appendix A to Enclosure D.
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Operational Requirements Document (ORD)

The ORD trandates the broad operationa capability described in the MNS or CRD into

system-specific performance requirements. The user (normaly a service or service component of a
combatant command) develops the ORD once a potential  program enters the DAS. During the
Concept and Technology Development phase, the user andyzes a range of possble materid
solutions (dternatives) and the initid ORD defines the operationd performance parameters needed
to satisfy the misson need for each of these dternatives. These parameters reflect cagpabilities such
as range, speed, probahility of kill, platform survivability, weight, etc., and are described in terms of
objectives (what is desired) and thresholds (what will be accepted). The ORD aso addresses
consderations that help shape the schedule parameters for the program. Figure 4-16 shows the
required format and content of an ORD. "

0 N o O

A W DN P

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTSDOCUMENT FOR
PROGRAM TITLE
ACAT____
Prepared for Milestone__ Decision

General Description of Operational Capability. Similar to Capstone Requirements Document (CRD).
Threat. Similar to CRD.

. Shortcomings of Existing Systems. Similar to CRD.
. Capabilities Required. Similar to CRD - identify the capabilities and char acteristics of the proposed system.

Identify and prioritize specific requirements contributing most significantly to the desired operational
capability (KPPs).

a. System Performance. Describe mission scenarios and identify system perfor mance parameter s such as
range, accuracy, payload, speed, mission reliability, interoperability, etc.

b. Information Exchange Requirements |dentify thetop-level, essential interface requirementsfor
information exchange needed for each mission area the the system is proposed to support.

c. Lodisticsand Readiness. |dentify combat support requirements: battle damage repair capability, mobility
requirements, expected maintenance levels, etc.

d. Other System Characteristics. Define other characteristicsthat tend to drive design, cost, and risk: NBC
survivability, defense against electronic attack, environmental factors (climate/terrain), etc.

. Program Support. Similar to CRD.

. Force Structure. Estimate number of systemsor subsystems needed, including spar es/training units.

. Schedule Definewhat actions, when completed, constitute attainment of initial & full operational capability.
. Program Affordability. Program cost should be stated in terms of threshold and objective. Cost will be

extracted from the ORD and included in cost section of the acquisition program baseline.

Figure 4-16. Operational Requirements Document

' |bid., Appendix A to Enclosure E.




Key Performance Parameters (K PPs)

KPPs are those performance parameters established in the ORD the user considers most
essentid for successful misson accomplishment. The JROC vdidates KPPs for ACAT | and
ACAT IA programs and the MDA has find approval. The KPPs become part of the Acquisition
Program Basdline, are described in terms of thresholds and objectives, and must include cost as an
independent varigble. Failure to meet a KPP threshold can cause the MDA to reevauate or even
terminate the program. KPPs validated by the JROC may not be traded off without JROC
gpprova. The following guideines are gpplied when sdlecting KPPs:

Isit essentid for defining system or required capabilities?

Isit oriented to the warfighter?

Isit agtand-done system or isit interoperable in ajoint environment?
Can it be measured?

Isit achievable?

Can the numbers or percentages be explained by andysis?

If not met, are you willing to cancd the program?

Cost asan Independent Variable (CAIV)

In an environment of fiscd condraints, the cost agpect of an acquisition program has
become very sgnificant. In the padt, there was little incentive to trade performance in order to stay
within cogt condraints, cost was alowed to increase to maintain performance. The concept of
CAIV places more emphasis on abilizing the cost of acquistion programs. The PM’s acquisition
srategy must isolate cost and justify the cost stream presented as the best and most affordable for
fielding the system. Like the KPPs, cogts are described in terms of thresholds and objectives, and
must indude complete life-cycle expenditures, i.e., what it costs to develop, produce, operate,
maintain, and dispose of the system &t the end of its service life.

Thresholds and Objectives

Thresholds and objectives express the gods established for an acquisition program. In
preparation for Milestone B, the PM proposes objectives and thresholds for performance, cost, and
schedule that will result in a sysem that is affordeble, operationdly effective, survivable, and
achieves operationd capability in atimely manner. These gods are gpproved by the MDA. The PM
refines these objectives and thresholds as the program matures.

The threshold vaue is the minimum acceptable vaue that, in the user's judgment, is
necessary to satisfy the misson need. If threshold values are not achieved, performance
is serioudy degraded, the program may be too costly, or the program may not be
operationdly capable in atimely manner.
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The objective vadue is that desred by the user and that which the PM is atempting to
achieve. The objective vaue is usudly beyond the threshold value and represents a
meaningful improvement in performance, cog, or timeliness.

The PM can make adjustments in cost, performance, and schedule in the trade space
between the threshold and objective values without approval of the MDA. Cost-
performance-schedule trade-offs outside the trade space require gpprova of the MDA
and the ORD approva authority.

Acquisition Program Baseline (APB)

The APB is a document that contains the thresholds and objectives for the most important
cod, schedule, and peformance parameters of an acquidtion program. Using an ACAT ID
program as an example — in preparation for Milestone B (program initiation), the PM prepares the
APB in coordination with the user. The PM then submits the APB to the Milestone Decison
Authority (USD (AT&L)) for approva via the Program Executive Officer and Component
Acquistion Executive. The USD (AT&L) approves the APB after the concurrence of the USD
(Comptroller) and the JROC.

A lot of effort goes into the development of the APB becauseit is critica to the management
of acquistion programs. At each milestone decison point, the APB is reviewed to ensure the
program continues to saisfy the misson need. As the program progresses through the DAS,
changes in the threat, technologica innovation, decreased funding, etc., may require adjustments to
the thresholds and objectives. If any of the established thresholds are not met, the PM mud file a
deviation report that could trigger an unscheduled DAB review.

Acquisition Strategy

An acquisition strategy serves as a roadmap for program execution and is tailored to meet
the specific needs of individud programs. A primary god of the acquisition drategy is to minimize
the time and cogt of satisfying amission need. The PM develops the acquisition strategy at program
dart, and after concurrence from the appropriate officids in the acquistion chain of command, the
MDA gives find agpprovd. The acquistion srategy evolves through an iterative process and
becomes increasingly more definitive as the program progresses through the acquisition phases.
Certain factors, or essentid dements, are consdered a each milestone for every program in the
acquigtion process. Some of these factors include: sources of supplies and services, risk
management; cost management; contract management; joint progran  management; and
environmental, hedth, and safety requirements. In addition, the PM establishes exit criteria that help
the MDA assess the progress of the program.

Analysisof Alternatives (A0A)

Normally, before a program is initiated, the lead DoD component conducts concept studies
to explore arange of potentid solutions to the mission need. AoAs evauate the cost and operationa
effectiveness of the different dternatives, and show the sengtivity of each dternative to changes in
key assumptions (e.g., threst) or variables (e.g., selected performance capabilities). As the program
matures, the need for further AoAs becomes less likdly. In the event of sgnificant changes in the
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program or circumstances (e.g., threat, dliances, operating area, technology, etc.), the MDA may
direct updates to the andlysis for subsequent milestone decision points.

Acquisition Decison Memorandum (ADM)

The ADM documents the decisons made by the MDA as the result of a milestone review,
authorizing a program to enter the next acquisition phase. Included in the ADM is the approva of
the program’s acquisition strategy and Acquisition Program Basdine (APB). It also approves the
program’ s exit criteria for the next phase.

Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP)

The TEMP provides the overdl structure, mgor elements, and objectives of the test and
evauation of an acquidtion program. It provides a roadmap for the integration of smulation, test,
and evauation plans; schedules; and resource requirements necessary to accomplish the overal test
and evauation program. PMs prepare TEMPs for al ACAT I, ACAT IA, and other designated
programs. The Director of Operationa Test and Evauation and the Director of Test, Systems
Engineering, and Evauation gpprove TEMPs.

Selective Acquisition Report (SAR)

SARs summarize the latest estimates of cost, schedule, and technical status. These reports
ae prepared annudly in conjunction with the Presdent's budget and submitted to Congress.
Subsequent quarterly exception reports are required only for those programs experiencing unit cost
increases of at least 15 percent or schedule delays of at least Sx months. Quarterly SARs are aso
submitted for initid reports, fina reports, and for programs that are rebaselined at mgor milestone
decisons.
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Plug-in

With your knowledge of the JSPS and the acquisition process, which includes the PPBS,
you should be developing an understanding of the interaction among components of the resource
allocation process. Figure 4-17 once again illugrates thisinteraction.
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Figure 4-17. Defense Planning I nterrelationships

BESs: Budget Submission Estimates JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSPS: Joint Strategic Planning System

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JSR: Joint Strategy Review

DAS: Defense Acquisition System MNS: Mission Need Statement

DoD: Department of Defense NMS: National Military Strategy

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PBDs: Program Budget Decisions

EYDP: Future-Years Defense Program PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda

IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists POMs: Program Objective Memoranda
JMRR: Joint Monthly Readiness Report PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
JOPES: Joint Operation Planning & Execution System QDR: Quadrennial defense Review
JPD: Joint Planning Document RGS: Requirements Generation System
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The essence of this complex and highly interactive process can be summarized as follows:

The JSPS provides the strategic background for determining requirements.
The RGS defines, documents, vaidates, and approves the requirements.
The PPBS performs the programming and budgeting for the requirements.

The federd budget process authorizes and gppropriates the money to buy the systems
that meet the requirements. (You will learn more about the federal budget process in
Chapter 5.)

The DAS turns requirements and technological opportunities into operaiond
capabilities.

The JOPES develops the plans to employ these capabilities and, in the process,
identifies the requirement shortfdls.

If the resource alocation process works as advertised, then al of this combines to produce
the right force, properly equipped to execute our nationa military strategy.

Many aspects of the resource dlocation process are caendar driven. Mogt of this sems
from the schedule followed by the federal budget process. The annua budget cycle affects the
timing of most of the documents and events in the PPBS that in turn affect the timing of some of the
documents and events in the JSPS and JOPES. While closdly linked to the other components of the
resource dlocation process and dependent on the funding that results from the interaction between
the PPBS and federal budget process, the acquisition process proceeds in phases, each of which
may require only a part of abudget cycle or severd full cycdes. Gearing the acquisition phases to the
particular business and technical aspects of the acquisition program ensures that adequate reviews
are conducted prior to sgnificant commitment of resources. The PPBS, rather than being oriented
to the needs of a specific acquistion program, is keyed to the larger problem of baancing al
programs within the fiscd limits established for a particular fiscd year. This dynamic has been
described asfollows:

These sysems are often portrayed as intersecting like three interlocked cirdes in a Venn
diagram. In redity they do not intersect a dl; they collide. These systems clash because
they are driven by wholly different and potentialy incompatible forces. The reguirements
process involves a threat and technological opportunity. PPBS is based on both time—the
federal budget caendar review cyce—and resource dlocation. The [defense acquisition
system] is based on milestones and approvals subject to progress, real or supposed.

The paradox is that these otherwise incompatible systems must work together for reasons,
which become equally clear when one examines their intended outcomes. The requirements
process hel ps determine what we will buy and why. PPBS governs how much or how many
we will produce. Findly, acquisition management shapes how we will actualy develop these

capabilities.™®

18 Linda S. Brandt and Francis W. A’Hearn, “The Sisyphus Paradox: Framing the Acquisition Reform Debate,” Joint Forces
Quarterly, Summer 1997, pp. 36-37 (http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/jfq_pubs/0916pgs.pdf).
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Chapter 5
The Federal Budget

Purpose

The federal budget represents the desires of the peopl€' s dected representatives concerning
raising and spending money. The government must raise revenue to effect this process, and does so
in three ways. by its taxation, by "making money" through its own operations, and by borrowing.
While it is arguable that human desires are unlimited, the government’ s funds are not. Opinions and
postions about issues facing the nation, however strongly expressed, become more concrete
through the alocation of money. The federd budget, then, becomes the most powerful and accurate
description of our nationd gods and priorities. In addition, it is an instrument of nationa policy, an
attempt to influence behavior, and the record of a process that is participatory, politica, and
grounded in the at and science of negotiation. When enacted by Congress and signed by the
Presdent, the budget becomes law and is binding on al federa agencies. It is the mechanism that
defines our preferences and desires and which, we hope, will bring about a better life for our
citizens

Past

The Condtitution is the source of government authority, and is both genera and direct with
regard to the alocation of government resources, particularly those concerning defense:

Artidle I, Section 7: All Bills for raidng Revenue shdl originae in the House of
Representatives, but the Senate may propose or concur with Amendments as on other
Bills

Article I, Section 8: The Congress shdl have Power to lay and collect Taxes, Duties,
Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defense and generd
Welfare of the United States. . .

To borrow money on the credit of the United States.

To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shdl befor a
longer Term than two Years.

To provide and maintain a Navy;
To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and navad forces,

To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress
Insurrections, and repd Invasions,



To provide for organizing, aming, and disciplining, the Militia, and for governing
such parts of them as may be employed in the service of the United States,
reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the
authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress.

To make dl Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution
the foregoing Powers, . . .

Artide |, Section 90 No money shdl be drawn from the Treasury, but in
consequence of Appropriations made by Law; and a regular Statement and Account
of the Recelpts and Expenditures of dl public Money shdl be published from time to
time.

Amendment XVI: The Congress shdl have power to lay and collect taxes on
incomes, from whatever source derived, without gpportionment among the severd
dates, and without regard to any census or enumeration.

The process by which Congress enacts the federal budget has changed dramatically since
the Condtitution was adopted, even while the most common concerns of the people regarding the
budget have remained remarkably constant. The news about the budget in the last twenty years has
been rife with the same arguments about deficits and surpluses as those that vexed citizens since
before the Revolution. For that matter, money and finance were part of the genesis of the nation:
“The absence of effective financid powers during the Revolutionary War and under the Articles of
Confederation was amgjor reason for the convention of 1787 that framed the Condtitution.”*

But as much as the people desired and needed a nationd financia system, there was a deep
and abiding migtrust of debts, deficits and surpluses, even though the country needed substantial
borrowing early on. (From 1789 through 1797, the interest on the debt was 50% of dl federd
expenditures). Religious leaders were among the most virulent critics of debts from the late 18th
century to the beginning of the Civil War; their comments are indicative of strong fedings. The Rev.
Samud Waesin the 1780s. “. . . refusa to pay just public debts was equated to taking property
without the consent of the owner.”® The Rev. Joseph Huntington, concerned about the fact thet the
United States borrowed from potential enemies: “. . . God will be on the sde of the foreigners as
they resort to arms to collect their debts.”® President Jackson declared debts “. . . not merely a
misfortune, but aso evil and immord;” he aso ralled agang “. . . unnecessary accumulation of
public revenue.”* In 1832, William Beach Lawrence perhaps stated first this oft-heard refrain: “The
same rules that regul ate the economy of families may be extended to the management of states” In
short, the origin of the contemporary concern for properly-baanced budgets is old, and rooted in

! Lewis Henry Kimmel, The Federal Budget and Fiscal Policy, 1789-1958, (Washington DC: Brookings Institution, 1959),
p. 2.

2 Kimmel, p. 11

® Kimme, p. 11
* Kimmel, p. 21

® Kimmel, p. 50



the belief that such practices overly burdened the working classes, redistributed assets to the
wedlthy, and diverted resources from more productive purposes.

The contemporary system evolved through acts of Congress, each of which contained
varying degrees of emphasis on policy and process.

Anti-Deficiency Act of 1870

This act was the fird Sgnificant attempt to exercise Congressond control over the
appropriations process. It was common practice for government agencies of the time to obligate
more money than had been appropriated to them, and then submit “ coercive deficiency” requests to
make Congress pay ther bills. The act made a law tha prevented any agency from making
expenditures during a fiscd year, or future years, that exceeded the appropriations provided by
Congress.

Budget and Accounting Act of 1921

Prior to 1921, the Presdent had little to do with the preparation of the budget; his
responsbility was to execute the laws Congress enacted. The Secretary of the Treasury was the
agent who acted to start and end the budget process. He gathered estimates from the executive
agencies and departments, delivered them to Congress for action, returned with the results, and
executed the budget. Nowhere was the budget viewed in its entirety. Congress took three actions:
To solve the problem of coordinating the process, Congress legidated the requirement that the
President present a budget to the Congress. To ad in the coordination of that effort, Congress
authorized the Bureau of the Budget (now the Office of Management and Budget), to asss the
Presdent in the find stage of the formulation of the budget. To support the enactment and execution
phases of the process, Congress created the General Accounting Office to alow an oversight
function available to the legidative branch.

OMB is the office through which every budget proposa must pass and is regarded as one
of the mogt vauable and influentid of the Presdentia affs

Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control (CBIC) Act of 1974

The process by which Congress now consders the budget each year is based, with
subsequent modifications, on the CBIC Act. Severd problems generated by the vast increase in the
sgze and complexity of the budget began to make the entire experience difficult, contentious,
inefficient, and dmost dways late.

Prior to 1976 the fiscal year ran from 1 July to 30 June. Congress convenes in January and
receives the Presdent’s budget in early February, leaving only about five months to enact
authorizations, appropriations and revenue hbills. The logjam was enormous, confusing, and
uncoordinated. The reform measure moved the start of the fiscal year to 1 October, adding three
months to the process. In addition, Congress made interna rules (not laws) that established
deadlines for each of the mgjor budget actions.

The President had tools available, through OMB, to gain a perspective on the entire budget,
as well as the policy decisons and economic assumptions that support his submission. In Congress,
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the Presdent’s proposal was immediatdy distributed by function to committees and subcommittees,
each of which focused only on their piece of the project. There was no “policy view” of the budget,
and thus no reason for committees to pay much attention to work outside their own jurisdiction.
Cooperation was nearly impossible. To make a new darting point, Congress created Budget
Committees in each chamber to produce a resolution (not a law) that encompassed spending,
revenue, borrowing, and economic godls, al of which contribute to the creation of monetary limits
for the discretionary authorization and appropriations bills. In addition, the credtion of the
Congressona Budget Office gave Congress an amdytical saff to support the generation of
economic assumptions, and thus predictions of future budgets, in the same fashion as the executive
branch.

It has long been accepted that for certain technical reasons, the President can refuse to
gpend money that Congress has appropriated; such an action is called an impoundment. During the
Nixon administration, Congress felt that the practice was becoming too common, but there was no
forma method for review of the Presdent’s actions, particularly as those actions affected policy as
well as gppropriaions. Congress tightened the reins on this issue sgnificantly under CBIC. (See
“Process,” below).

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (GRH) Act of 1985

By 1985 the sze of the deficit had become a nationd issue. In response, and under
pressure, Congress passed — as an amendment to a largely unrdated piece of legidation, without
hearings — the Baanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, otherwise known as
the Gramm-Rudman-Hallings Act (GRH). GRH was specificaly designed to reduce the deficit (but
not the debt) to zero by 1991, by setting maximum deficit amounts each year. Congress later
revised the targets.

GRH revised the Congressona Budget Process as well. Most notably, the budget and
appropriation processes were accelerated and compressed. New rules for budget debate included
“out of order” rulings for introducing legidation that increased budget authority or the deficit, or
proposing bills without new taxation or spending cuts. The House could not recess more than three
daysin July unless dl regular gppropriation bills were passed.

The act established “sequedtration,” a requirement for automatic spending cuts, triggered
when ether appropriations exceed the deficit target, or projected revenues are reduced by an
economic decline. If the Presdent and Congress could not agree on a solution to the sequestration,
the amount of the cuts was based on a joint CBO and OMB report audited by the Government
Accounting Office (GAO). Cuts were to be divided equally between defense and non-defense
programs.

Certain entitlement programs were protected from sequestration, including Socia Security,
Medicare, Federd Retirement (but not the cost of living increases, which were vulnerable),
Veteran's Adminigration Benefits, Food Stamps, Child Nutrition, and Aid to Families with
Dependent Children. Congress subsequently added closing or reducing the sze of military basesto
the list of exceptions.
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In 1987 and 1989, the President and Congress, as part of two “budget summit agreements’
set caps on total appropriations. These agreements, referred to as “contractua” because no law
was passed, afforded the opportunity to gain experience with limits on spending. The result was
further efforts to formdize the summit agreements.

The Budget Enforcement Act (BEA) of 1990

The combination of the 1987 and 1989 agreements and the perception that GRH proved
itsdf ineffective in bringing the deficit under control produced action. (Congress redized that placing
limits on adeficit isnot the way to control spending).

The budget was divided into two categories: discretionary programs, and direct spending
and receipts. For fiscad years (FY) 91-95, the BEA set spending caps for these two broad
categories, with the requirement that al discretionary spending remain within the targets and that
direct spending be paid for by either cuts within that category or an increase in receipts. This control
mechanism was referred to as the “pay-as-you-go” requirement, or PAYGO as it is commonly
known. The same sequester used in GRH is the enforcement mechanism that is used to maintain the
discipline in this law. The new twist was in how the sequester was used: under the BEA provisions,
a sequester was targeted only at the category which violated the budget cap.

The discretionary programs were further divided into three subcategories for FY 91-93.
Defense, internationd, and domestic programs were each given specific spending caps for those
three years. Any violation of the BEA limits forced a sequester only in that subcategory during those
years. For FY 94-95, only the two broad categories were considered in the sequestration formula

Additiona changes to the process enacted in 1993 removed the subcategories of
discretionary spending (which means that defense cuts could then be used to offset other
discretionary increases), and essentidly froze total discretionary spending for five years a FY 93
levels

The Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997

The most recent budget act, BBA-97 was a conglomeration of bills that addressed
everything from food stamps to taxes on cigarette papers. Its effects on the budget process were to
extend the PAY GO processes through 2002. In addition, the law split the caps into three categories
for 1998 and 1999: defense, non-defense, and violent crime. For 2000, 2001 and 2002, the
categories are collgpsed into a single, tota discretionary “pot” which removes the so-cdled
“firewdls’ that separate those three categories.

The specific implications for the defense budget in the next few years, especidly after the
entire discretionary portion of the budget becomes a single category, remain to be seen. Emerging
roles and missons, and the evolution of the war againgt terror will obvioudy influence the debate.

The underlying problem, of course, is clamants for funds want more than what's available,
and disciplineis needed to baance the two.



Process

The laws that enact the Congressiona budget are subject to the same process as dl other
laws. Before examining the specifics of the DOD budget, let's ook at how laws are made.

The L egislative Process

Sources and Introduction of Legislation

One need not be member of Congress to draft a piece of legidation; sources of such
proposals are unlimited. Citizens, singly or in groups, as provided for in the First Amendment, may
submit legidation. State legidatures may submit legidation by passng resolutions and forwarding
them to Congress as memorials. The most common origins are from Congressmen themsalves or
through executive communication. The President may forward to the Congress proposas
developed by his staff, agencies or departments. The President’ s budget is one of those proposals.

Only members of Congress, however, may introduce legidation by preparing a document
in the proper format, dgning it, and submitting it. (In the House this is accomplished smply by
placing the legidation in a wooden box—known as the hopper—Iocated next to the rostrum in the
House Chamber). Through this introduction, a Congressman becomes the sponsor of the legidation;
other members may join as co-sponsors of the proposal. Such action is often an early indication of
how much support a piece of legidation has, as well as away for members to express and make
public a preference to their congtituents about a particular issue. We will trace abill that originatesin
the House and then moves to the Senate. In practice, mogt bills are introduced as smilar pieces of
legidation in each House.

Types of Legislation

Introduced proposds are submitted in one of four forms: A hill islegidation introduced in
either the House or the Senate, intended to become a law. Bills that raise revenue are exceptions,
they mugt originate in the House in accordance with Article 1, Section 7 of the Condtitution. By
tradition, the House originates appropriation bills. Bills are designated by chamber—H. R. for the
House and S. for the Senate—followed by a number.

A joint resolution is amilar to a bill; it has the force of law if passed by both Houses and
signed by the Presdent. An exception is that amendments to the Congtitution are passed by joint
resolution, but not submitted to the President. Instead, they are delivered to the Archivig of the
United States for delivery to the state legidatures. AbbreviaionsareH. J. Res. and S. J. Res.

A concurrent resolution is legidation that affects the operations of both Houses, or
expresses the pogtion of the Congress; it does not have the force of law. An example is the
Concurrent Budget Resolution. “Concurrent” does not imply or require smultaneous drafting,
introduction, consideration, action or reporting of the resolution. Abbreviations are H. Con. Res.
and S. Con. Res.

A simple resolution is one consdered by only one house, and, again, does not have the
force of law. If adopted, smple resolutions are published in the Congressona Record. An example
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is the resolution each House adopts at the start of each Congress that establishes committees and
gppoints members to serve on them.

Referral to Committee and Committee Action

After introduction, the Spesker of the House refers the legidation to the standing committee
that exercises jurisdiction over the bill, usng one of over 200 categories of subject matter under
which abill can be classfied. Many committees have rules that direct the bill to the gppropriate sub-
committee. For the vast mgority of bills, committees and sub-committees provide the most
concentrated examination d a hill, an effort that is aided by persond saff, committee daff, the
GAO and CBO, and through testimony and hearings. Mgority and minority members may call
witnesses, and the members may vote to i ssue subpoenas.

When hearings and testimony are complete, the committee or subcommittee proceeds to a
markup sesson, in which language and numbers are made find. After find expressions of
preference from the members, the committee votes, and may as a result report the bill favorably to
the full committee or to the chamber concerned (with or without amendments), report the hill
unfavorably, or report the bill without recommendation—the latter two options are rare. The more
common option if the bill is not reported favorably is to table the hill, which means the hill is
postponed indefinitdy, effectively ending consideration of the measure, until it can be re-introduced
a the start of a new Congress.

Committee Reports

After a committee reports a hill favorably to the House, a staff member, under the direction
of a committee member, writes a document caled the committee report. The report sets forth the
purpose and scope of the bill with a section-by-section andyss, indications of laws changed or
repealed by the bill, and economic effects of the action. The purpose of the committee report isto
make clear the intent of the committee by specificdly citing the Stuaions or conditions that that gave
rise to the hill, and the actions the Congress believes will rectify or improve the Stuation. When a
report isfiled, it is assgned a cdendar number so that it and the bill itsdf are taken up in turn by the
entire House.

Calendars, Consideration, and Debate

The House has five cdendars of business (schedules), two of which are most commonly
used: The Union Caendar and the House Caendar. The former is used to consider hills that raise
revenue, provide genera appropriations, and bills of a public character that directly or indirectly
gppropriate money or property. Almost al other bills go to the House Cdendar. Matters before the
Union Caendar are considered by the House sitting as a Committee of the Whole, as opposed to
the House itsdlf. The difference isthe set of rules under which each of these configurations operates.

The Committee on Rules may adopt a rule (an example of a Smple resolution) that alows
an immediate consderation of a measure by the Committee of the Whole. The Spesker then
declares the House resolved into the Committee of the Whole; that action alows a more expeditious
consderation of bills. Among other congderations, the quorum requirement is reduced to 100
ingtead of 218, and debate time is limited. The Speaker of the House steps down and is replaced by
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the Chairman of the committee that reported the bill, who conducts the first reading of the hill, and
alows debate. The second reading of the bill takes place after the debate is closed; and is done
section by section so that amendments may be offered after each section is read. Amendments are
voted upon after five minutes of debate, in most cases. Each amendment is then put to the
Committee of the Whole for adoption. At the concluson of the congderation of amendments the
Committee of the Whole “rises’ and reports the hill to the House, as adopted, and the Committee
reverts back to the House to consider the hill.

Action

If the Committee of the Whole adopted a specid rule that came into effect when the
Committee rose, then there is no further debate in the House, and the body votes on the
amendments, individudly or en bloc, and then votes on the hill. When the House itsdf debates a
measure before it, time is limited either by arule attached to that specific measure, or by the “hour
rule,” which alows each member 60 minutes in debate. Debate ceases when a member moves and
the mgority of the House orders “the previous question” (that is, the bill under consideration). There
are three methods of voting used in committees and in the House. A voice vote invites“Ayes’ and
“Noes’ as gppropriate and the presiding member relies on volume to determine the outcome. The
Chair may ask for, or a member may demand, a division; those in favor stand and are counted,
followed by those opposed. If a member requests a recorded vote, such request must be supported
by at least one-fifth of a quorum in the House, or by twenty-five members of the Committee of the
Whale. If the hill is gpproved, it is first engrossed, that is, carefully prepared by a clerk, with al
amendments correctly entered, printed, and delivered to the Senate.

Senate Procedure

As in the Housg, the hill (now properly caled an act, as it has been acted upon by one
House) is referred to the gppropriate standing committee. Similar procedures apply with regard to
subcommittee assgnment, amendments and cdendars. There are only two in the Senate The
Cdendar of Business, which schedules al legidation, and the Executive Cadendar, which considers
only tregties and nominations (those cases under the Congtitution in which the Senate must provide
its “advice and consent” to the President). The Senate may consider any bill reported by a standing
committee whose committee report has been distributed for at least two working days.

Mogt often, measures are conddered through ether a call on the Cdendar or through
unanimous consent procedure. A measure on the Caendar may be called up on a motion, and
goproved by ample mgority. Such motions are debatable, and usudly used only if the motion to use
unanimous consent procedures was not approved. The unanimous consent procedure limits debate,
time for congderation, amendments to the bill, and debatable motions rdating to the hill. If the
Senate is acting under conditions other than unanimous consent, a member is dlowed to spesk from
the time of recognition by the presding officer until the Senator yidds. Extreme examples of this
opportunity are cdled filibusters. The Senate can stop filibusters by invoking cloture, if Sxteen
members sgn a mation that is subsequently gpproved by three-fifths of the members. Senate bills
may be amended by individua members or by the committee that reported the bill, and are voted on



individudly. After dl amendments are disposed of, the question is cdlled for passage of the hill, and
the bill is enacted or rejected on a smple mgority vote.

Conference Committees, Reports, and Delivery

If a bill is tranamitted from one body to another, and returned with differences, the two
Houses exchange messages and requests for agreement. If those do not settle the issues, the
originating body regquests a conference. Both Houses then assgn members to the Conference
Committee, in any number they see fit. All officid papers are delivered and the committee begins
work. Although cdled a committee, the group is actudly two bodies, acting and voting
independently. When the committee reaches an agreement in every aspect of the act, the act is
returned to each House for gpprova. Just as the two Houses' committees issue a committee report,
S0 does the Conference Committee.

When findly gpproved by both Houses, the hill is enrolled (which origindly meant “written
on parchment”) and delivered first to the Speeker of the House for sgnature, then to the Vice
Presdent for sgnature. Ddlivery to the Presdent is conducted by the Chairman of the Committee on
House Oversight.

Presidential Action

The President has ten days to act on bill or to veto it. If neither action is taken in ten days,
the bill becomes law without the Presdent’s sgnature. If the ten-day period extends beyond the
date of the find adjournment of Congress, and the President does not sign the hill, the bill fails to
become law, under what has come to be known as a pocket veto.

The Federal Budget Process

The federd budget process encompasses dl the steps from the development of budgets at
the lowest levels of agencies and departments, and has four phases.

Formulation Builds a budget proposal from the first preparations of the OMB to the
submission of the President’ s Budget to Congress.

Enactment. Modifies or gpproves the President’ s budget proposal.

Execution Spends funds to carry out programs approved in the budget and executes
budget-related laws.

Review and Audit. Audits agencies for proper spending procedures and for compliance
with the law.

The Executive Branch controls the firgt and third phases; Congress conducts the second
phase, (which will receive most of our attention), and the fourth phase is conducted by the agencies
and departments of the government and by the GAOQ.



Phase 1: Budget Formulation - Executive Preparations & Submission

Figure 5-1 depicts the timetable for the formulation phase.

April - June OMB conducts Spring planning review to establish
Presidential policy for the upcoming budget.

June OMB sends policy letters to the agencies.

September 1 Smaller agencies submit initial budget request
materials.

SENCIlCIgIl Cabinet departments and major agencies submit initial
budget request materials.

October 15 Legislative Branch, Judiciary, and certain agencies
submit initial budget request materials.

September - OMB & the President review agency budget requests
January and prepare the budget documents.

ISRVIHRLGINEURIE The President transmits the budget to Congress.
1st Mon in Feb

Figure 5-1. Formulation Phase Timetable

From A Glossary of Terms Used in the Federal Budget Process:

Preparing the President’s Budget starts many months before it is submitted to
Congress, which must occur no later than the first Monday in February.
Formulation begins at the agency level, where individual organizational units
review current operations, program objectives, and future plans in relation to
the upcoming budget. Throughout this preparation period, there is a continuous
exchange of information among the various federal agencies, OMB, and the
President. Agency officials receive help in the form of revenue estimates and
economic outlook projections from the Treasury Department, the Council of
Economic Advisers, the Departments of Commerce and Labor, and the OMB.°

Economic Assumptions

Assumptions alow simplification of difficult problems. In budget planning,

assumptions allow the process to proceed without the ability to know what the economy will
do in the future, but with a reasonable perception of what will most probably happen. The
formulation of budgets requires the examination and extrapolation of many factors, in the
same way as a family budget. Predictions concerning levels of inflation, unemployment rates,
expected revenues, and growth in the population eligible for entitlements are only a few of

these influences.

6 U. s Genera Accounting Office, A Glossary of Terms Used in the Federal Budget Process, (Washington DC:

Government Accounting Office, 1981), p. 5.
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According to the CBO, the federd budget changes in the following ways as the economy
changes’

A reduction in red economic growth or an increase in the unemployment rate will lead
to a decrease in revenues, an increase in outlays, and an increase in the deficit.

An increase in inflation will lead to an increase in both revenues and outlays, but the
effect on revenues will be greater than on outlays so that, on balance, an increase in
inflation will leed to asmdler deficit.

An increase in interest rates will lead to increases in revenues and outlays. In this case,
however, the revenue effect is smdl, and the overdl effect isto increase the deficit

Economic assumptions and predictions come from many sources.  These include agencies
and departments themselves, OMB, CBO, and the House and Senate Budget Committees. The
same spending and tax proposas can produce projections in which, for ingtance, a prediction on the
gze of a deficit may differ by billions of dollars. Efforts to use a single source of economic
assumptions have proven fruitless.

Of course, events don't always unfold as expected. In recent years, for example, DOD
budgets have included assumptions about “savings’ based on improvements in ways of doing
business, and additional spending based on lower-thanexpected cogts for fud. When both of these
expectations failed to materidize, the services had to make up the difference.

The formulation phase ends when the President submits the budget to Congress.

" Congressional Budget Office, The Economic and Budget Outlook, (Washington DC: 1982), p. 88.
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Phase 2: Budget Enactment - The Congressional Budget Process
Figure 5-2 shows the timetable for the enactment phase of the federal budget process.

Time Action
SecDef, CJCS, CINCs, and Service Chiefs
Testimony

Senate & House Budget Committees complete
work on the Concurrent Budget Resolution.

INJIWEE Deadline for passage of the Concurrent
Budget Resolution.

NI Deadline for Report of 13 House Appropriations
Bills.

SIS Deadline for completion of reconciliation.
BIILGCIC[O Deadline for passage of Appropriations Bills.

[olaell-I@M All appropriations enacted.

Figure 5-2. Enactment Phase Timetable
Fgure 5- 3 displays Committee actions in the enactment phase.

Budget Authorization Appropriation
Congressional House Senate
Budget Office Armed Armed House Senate
(CBO) Services Services Appropriations Appropriations
Committee Committee Committee Committee
House Senate (HASC) (SASC) (HAC) (SAC)
Budget Budget
Committee Committee Committee/ Committee/ Committee/ Committee/
(HBC) (SBC) Subcommittee Subcommittee Subcommittee Subcommittee
Hearings Hearings Hearings Hearings
(February) (February) (March) (March)
House Senate House Bill Senate Bill House Bill Senate Bill
Resolution Resolution
Amendments Amendments
Bill Bill
HBC/SBC I\A HASC/SASC / HAC/SAC
Conference Conference Conference

Joint |

/ Resolution \

Floor Floor

Concurrent President

Budget (May-June)
Resolution
(15 April)

Figure 5-3. Enactment Phase
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The Concurrent Budget Resolution, Authorization, and Appropriation

The fird task in the enactment phase is the drafting, consderation, and reporting of the
CBR. The CBR's dtated purposeisto establish the tota level of revenues and spending, and to set
congtraints on programs, functions and activities®’. Next, the Senate Armed Services Committee
(SASC) and the House Armed Services Committee (HASC) manage the creation and passage of
the Defense Authorization Act. As we discussed earlier, Congress must, each year, authorize
goending for specific military programs. Similarly, two Subcommittees of each chamber’'s
Appropriations Committee (HAC and SAC), the Defense Subconmmittee, and the Military
Congtruction Subcommittee must recommend a specific level of gppropriations for their area of the
Defense Appropriations Act. The full committees and both Houses approved the Act and
forwarded to the President for signature.

Authorization vs. Appropriation

The “proper” sequence in the enactment phase would be for dl authorizations to precede al
appropriations. In fact, snce the committees concerned must do their work at the same time, and
since any number of issues may delay, confound, or stop any committee’s work, the process does
not aways work smoothly.

The reason for this dud requirement stlems from the desire to separate policy decisions
(authorizations) from fisca decisons (gppropriations). However, while not common, money is
sometimes gppropriated for various activities that were not specificaly authorized. Conversdly,
another anomaly called “backdoor spending” refers to spending under an authorization, without the
passage of an gppropriation. While both of these activities occur, the fundamental process is as
described: authorizations must be passed firdt, then appropriation bills passed, which give specific
spending requirements.

A paticulaly confusng aspect of these two legidative requirements is tha both
authorizations and appropriations describe an activity in dollar terms, which would appear to be
eadly understandable, and in language that may require close reading and interpretation.

Here are two examples. The fird is from the bills for FY 1997. In this case the Defense
Authorization Bill addressng Research, Development, Testing, and Eva uation reads.

Sec. 201...Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1997
for the use of the Department of Defense for research, development, test, and
evaluation as follows:

(1) For the Army, $4,737,581,000.
Whilethe FY 97 Appropriation Bill for the same issue reads:
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army:

For expenses necessary for basic and applied scientific research, development,
test and evaluation, including maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, and operation

8 Do Congressmen take these constraints as seriously as framers of the budget process intended? Some observers say "no".
See Stanley Collender, "Stick afork init", in the assigned readings.

5-13



of facilities and equipment, as authorized by law; $4,870,684,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30, 1997.

Firg, despite the fact that both seem to be providing funds, only the gopropriation is doing
s0. The dollar figures in the authorization serve only as an upper limit on what can be spent. An
appropriation is not supposed to exceed the authorization for the same program, though, as you can
e in this example, that redtriction is not dways observed by the gppropriators. When that
happens, the generd rule is that the appropriation will govern the actud spending amount, but
paticular care is exercised by the sarvice liason offices until the issue is made clear by the
Congress. (In most cases, but not because of any law or rule of the Congress, the agppropriation
amount takes precedence.) Compounding the problem was the fact that the FY 97 Defense
Appropriation Bill was passed before the FY 97 Defense Authorization Bill.

In another case, the FY 2000 Authorization Bill reads;

Sec. 603 ... In addition to the amount determined by the Secretary of Defense
under section 403(b)(3) of title 37, United States Code, to be the total amount
that may be paid during fiscal year 2000 for the basic allowance for housing for
military housing areas inside the United Sates, $225,000,000 of the amount
authorized to be appropriated by section 421 for military personnel shall be used
by the Secretary to further increase the total amount available for the basic
allowance for housing for military housing areas inside the United Sates.

The Appropriations Bill Committee Report, under the heading Joint Explanatory Statement,
Congressiona Special Interest Items, read:

The conferees recommend an increase of $100,000,000 across the Active
Military Personnel accounts for Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) reform. The
additional funds will allow the Department to complete the transition phase of
BAH reform, as directed by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2000.

The solution for this conflict was referred to lega daff a the OSD Comptroller’s office,
who determined that both pieces of legidation were binding. OSD and the services then had to
produce $125,000,000 (the difference between the authorized and appropriated amounts) from
their own budgets to satisfy both requirements.

Entitlements

An entittement is a payment to an individud that has been authorized based on
Congressondly specified digibility criteria. Such criteria may be age, physica condition, veteran
datus, or any other condition set by law. Entitlements also require appropriations, but they are not
goecific on a year-to-year bass, the amounts are generated largely by projections of digible
populations. An entitlement conditutes alegdly binding commitment on the federd government, and
citizens may sue if funds are not gppropriated. Examples of entitlements include Socid Security,
Medicare, and Military retirement pay.
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Controllable vs. Uncontrollable Spending

Federd spending fdls into two categories. “Discretionary” (or "controllable") spending will
only occur in a given year if Congress and the Presdent take action to cause it. “Mandatory” (or
"uncontrollable’) spending will occur each year unless Congress and the President take action to
stop it®.

Mandatory spending results from commitments that the Federd government made in

previous years. It includes previoudy granted budget authority, entittements, and "permanent
appropriations’, such asinterest on the national debt.*°

The phrase "uncontrollable" spending is a little mideading. Congress retains the power of
the purse. It could make big cuts in so -cdled "uncontrollable’ spending such as entitlements if it
mustered the collective will to do so. However, entitlement programs typicaly enjoy strong support
in the eectorate, so Congress is extremey reuctant to change the laws that authorize these
programs.

Reconciliation

Framers of the Congressonad budget process envisoned a series of deps, cal
"Reconciliation”, that would enable Congress to enforce the spending and tax priorities, and budget
totals of the Concurrent Budget Resolution (CBR). Her€s how the process they envisoned
works™  Firgt, dthough the CBR is not a law, its constraints may dictate changes in the law;
authorization and gpproprietion committees must then draft and report laws that achieve the
congraints of the CBR. The budget process schedule requires that the appropriations should be
brought in line (i.e., reconciled) with the CBR by 30 June. If that event does not occur, a “no
recess’ period isimposed until the “mugt pass’ date of 31 Jduly. In any event, if the tota funding in
any appropriation bill exceeds the limit established in the CBR, it is to be ruled “out of order” and
must be “reconciled” by ether cutting that bill or another appropriation, or by increasing tax
revenues, using sequestration if required.

Conference Committees

If Senate and House bills do not agree, Conference Committees consder items of
disagreement between the two houses, and make recommendations for resolving differences by
issuing conference reports, which are submitted to each chamber for action.

Sequester and Sequestration

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act created the sequestration process to force spending cuts
if appropriations exceeded the maximum deficit dlowed by the CBR. The Budget Enforcement Act
expanded the idear sequester now occurs “. . . if a discretionary spending limit is breached or if
revenues are cut below or mandatory spending increased above the basdline without off-setting
changes that will diminate any impact on the deficit.”*? The CBO and the OMB file ajoint report,

% Collender, Guide to the Federal Budget Fiscal 1998, p. 6.
10 pid.,
1 Again: some observers argue that the processis not working as intended.

12 Stanley E. Collender, The Guide to the Federal Budget, (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 1997), p. 214.
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audited by the GAO, which evaduates the gppropriation billsin aggregate. If ether of the variadlesin
the deficit equation are found to be unfavorable, the sequester order mechanism goes into the
automatic mode. If the Congress and the President cannot reconcile the problem, automeatic cuts are
ordered.

The direction the enactment process takes depends on whether or not a sequester order is
required. Without the sequester “trigger,” the appropriations bill is sent to the President for
ggnature. If sequester is required, budget adjustments must be made to satisfy BEA requirements
before the spending bill can be sent to the President.

Phase 3: Budget Execution

If we conceive of budget formulation as preparing a plan for a budget year, and enactment
as adjusting and gpproving that plan, then budget execution is the accomplishment of the plan.
Execution of a particular budget begins on 1 October, the first day of the fiscal year covered by the
budget, dthough prdiminary adminigtrative actions begin much earlier. It ends when record is made
of payment of the last dollar properly chargeable to the funds appropriated for the budget in
question. The fact that some payments have been recorded againgt funds appropriated ten years
earlier is evidence that budget execution occurs over along period.

Apportionment is a part of amog dl budgets. In the federa budget, OMB apportions
(digtributes) budget authority, usudly by quarters, over the duration of the gppropriation, and
agencies and departments do the same for their subordinate components. Another budget control
mechaniam is the retention of reserves at various levels to compensate for unforeseen circumstances.

Impoundments

As enactment is complicated by the possibilities of sequestration, execution is complicated
by impoundment, which is any action or inaction (by an officer or other government employee) that
precludes the obligation or expenditure of budget authority provided by Congress.™

An impoundment occurs when the President proposes not to spend al or part of an enacted
appropriation. The President can determine whether and when an impoundment will be proposed,
which programs will be affected, and to what extent. However, under the provisons of the
Impoundment Control Act of 1974, Congress has the respongbility to review and pass judgment on
al proposed impoundments. Without Congressiona agpproval, an impoundment cannot become
effective and, therefore, spending will not be cut.**

There are two types of impoundments. rescissons and deferrals. A rescisson is a
Presidential proposal not to spend part or al of a Congressondly-approved appropriation. The
reason for such a proposa can ether be specific (as when the objectives of the program can be
achieved without spending the full amount appropriated) or generd (such as fiscd policy
condderations). Regardiess of the reason, the Presdent must submit a message to Congress
requesting the rescission and explaining the reasons for it. If both houses of Congress do not pass a

3 A Glossary of Terms, p. 52.
" Collender, p. 10.
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bill approving the proposed rescisson within 45 legidative days, the Presdent must spend the
money as origindly intended. A deferrd is a Presdentid proposal to delay spending of
Congressiondly-approved appropriations. The delay cannot last beyond the end of the fiscd year.
Regardless of the length of time, the Presdent must submit a deferral message to Congress. Unlike
a rescisson, which requires specific approva by Congress, a deferrd is automaticaly approved
unless, a any time after the President’s message has been received, either the House or Serate

passes |egid ation specificaly disapproving it.”
Budget Authority vs. Outlays

The federal budget for a particular year alows expenditures for many projects and
programs, some of which will take severd years to accomplish. All of the money authorized for a
particular year is referred to as “budget authority.” All of the money actudly expended in a
particular year is cdled “outlays.”

Some of aparticular year’s budget will not be spent that year, asit is earmarked for a future
year, and will “subtract” from that year’s authorization. Smilarly, budget authority from previous
years, designated to spent during the current year, will “add” to the current year’s spending. Findly,
some money planned for expenditure in the current year will not be spent at al due to projects
canceled, deferred, or otherwise dtered. Therefore, it is unlikely that the money authorized in the
budget of any particular year will equa the actud outlay of money in that same year.

Fgure 5-4 depicts the rdationship between budget authority and outlays in a fiscd yesar.
The Presdent proposed a budget with total budget authority of $1638 hillion (upper left-hand
corner). However, only 79.3 percent of that amount, or $1296 billion, (top center) will be spent in
FY 97. The remaining $342 billion (in the downward-flowing pipe) is for future years. At the same
time, unspent authority enacted in prior years, and dedicated to FY-97, amounting to $339 hillion
(lower left corner and the upward-flowing pipe) brings the tota outlays for FY-97 to $1635 hillion
(upper right corner). The $968 hillion was the totd amount of unspent budget authority that was
projected to result in outlaysin fiscal 1998 and beyond (bottom right-hand corner).*

> Collender, pp. 36-38.

1 Collender, pp. 2-5.
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New Authority Authority To Be

Recommended Spent in FYxx Outlays in FYxx
For FYxx
g 1296 g 1635

(1296 + 339)

(1638 - 342)

Authority To Be
Spent

In Future Years
(342)

Authority / Authority
To Be Spent Written Off, Expired, Adjusted
In FYXx

/ (339)

Unspent Authority Unspent Authority
Enacted Authority To Be Spent For Outlays
In prior Years In Future Years In Future Years
974 g 626 > mp>
(974 - 339 -9) (626 + 342)

Figure 5-4. Budget Authority vs. Outlays

DoD agencies often use these authorization terms with dightly different meanings. “New
obligationd authority” (NOA) can mean the additional amount Congress appropriates an agency
over and above earlier appropriations and other funds the agency has available or expects to
receive from separate sources. In the same sense, NOA contrasts with “total obligationd authority”
(TOA) or “topline” DoD Agencies often use the term TOA to mean the amount authorized a
certain gpproved program, for the current year, whether the obligational authority stems from the
budget of the current or previous years.

Deficit vs. Debt

The two main variables in any budget are revenues and outlays. A balanced budget isonein
which revenues or "receipts’ equd outlays. A budget surplus is the amount by which the
government’ s budget receipts exceed its budget outlays for a given budget or fisca year. Likewise,
a budget deficit is the amount by which the government’ s budget outlays exceed its budget receipts
for afiscd year. The federd debt isthe cumulative amount of dl annud deficits.

On-Budget vs. Off-Budget

Not everything the federal government spends money on s reflected in the budget totals.
Certain federa entities, programs, and some parts of programs have been specificaly excluded from
the budget. The Budget Enforcement Act, for example, excluded the receipts and disbursements of
Socid Security (the Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Fund and the Disability Insurance Fund) from
the Presdent’s Budget, and the CBR. Programs that have been excluded like this are caled “off-
budget.” Because the outlays from these programs are not included in the budget totds, the"officid
deficit" is not affected by them'”.

17 Collender, p. 13.
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There is no sandard by which a program is or is not included in the budget totals, the
decison is amogt aways paliticad and can be changed depending on the year and Stuation. For
example, until 1981, the purchase of ail for the strategic petroleum reserve was on-budget, thet is,
any spending was included in the budget and the deficit was affected accordingly. In 1981, the
Reagan Administration proposed, and Congress agreed, to teke this spending off-budget. There
was no specific reason for this other than the fact that the price of oil had increased and the White
House did not want the deficit growing by as much as would have occurred. Rather than propose to
spend less or increase revenues or cut other programs to control the deficit, President Reagan
proposed to take the spending off-budget. In 1985, however, this program was put back into the
budget when GRH was enacted.

The issue of on-budget versus off-budget spending became a more public issue in 1989
because of the savings and loan bailout legidation. The Bush Adminidration wanted the expected
$50 hillion in spending between FY 89 and 91 to be off-budget, while Congress wanted it to be on-
budget but to exempt it from the GRH deficit caculations. The compromise was that the first $20
billion would be on-budget and the next $30 billion would be off-budget.’®

The effects of on-budget and off-budget items explain why the debt can change each year
by more than that year’s deficit or surplus, which reflects only on-budget spending. The debt reflects

all spending

Other Execution Phase Terminology

Severa terms apply to the “spending” activity of the execution phase that are often used
interchangeably without harm, but have specific meanings in the budget world:

Apportionment is the OMB’s digtribution of funds avallable for obligation, including
regulation of the rate at which appropriated funds can be spent. The apportionment
process is intended to spread out spending so that additiona appropriation will not be
required. One example is the quarterly gpportionment of a unit’s budget.

A commitment is a firm adminigrative reservation of funds. The act of entering into a
commitment is usudly the fird sep in the process of spending avalable funds. A
commitment is subject to cancellation provided it has not been obligated.

An obligation represents the amount of an order placed, contract awarded, service
rendered, or other transaction which legdly encumbers a specified amount of an
gppropriation or fund for expenditure.

Expenditures (or disbursements) result in actud payments from available funds. They
are evidenced by vouchers, clams, or other documents. Expenditures result in outlays
and directly affect the deficit as discussed earlier.’

18 Collender, pp. 12-13,

9 These definitions were derived from A Glossary and Financial Management Guidebook for Commanding Officers,

NAV SO P3582 (Washington DC: Dept. of the Navy, Office of the Comptroller, November 1985).
5-19



Phase 4: Review and Audit

Individual agencies are responsble—through their own review and control systems—for
making sure that the obligations they incur and the resulting outlays adhere to the provisons in the
authorizing and appropriations legidation, as well as to other laws and regulations governing the
obligation and expenditure of funds. OMB exercises its review responsibility by gppraising program
and financid reports and by keeping abreast of agencies efforts to attain program objectives.

In addition, the GAQO, as an agency responsble to Congress, regularly audits, examines,
and evaduates government programs. Its findings and recommendations for corrective action are
made to Congress, to OMB, and to the agencies concerned. GAO aso monitors the Executive
Branch's reporting of messages on deferrals, proposed rescissons, the President’s requests to
cancel budget authority, and the Presdent’s requests to temporarily withhold funds. Should the
Presdent fail to make budget authority available in accordance with gpplicable lawv, GAO may bring
civil action to obtain compliance®

People

Executive Branch

Economic Policy Group

The Treasury Secretary, the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisars, and the
Director of the OMB join with officias of the Departments of Commerce, State, and Labor to form
the Economic Policy Group. The group meets to consider the economic Situation in relation to the
budget and government fisca policies. When the discussions include monetary policies, the group
cdls in a representative of the Federal Reserve Board. Supported by the staffs of the first three
offidas, and primarily by that of the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, the Economic
Policy Group exerts an important centraizing influence on budget and fisca decison making. The
Economic Policy Group develops memoranda for the President, reviews the economic Stuation and
recent budget trends, and, when necessary, revises budget totas. Meeting with the President from
time to time, its discussions and memoranda weigh heavily on Presidentia decisions on taxation and

spending.

Office of Management and Budget (OMB)

The Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 specified that the Bureau of the Budget would
assis the Presdent in preparing the annual request for appropriaions. It empowered the Bureau to
assemble, correlate, revise, reduce, or increase the estimates of the severa departments or
establishments. Further, the act authorized the Bureau to evauate department activities, operations,
and methods of business with the am of recommending changes to achieve greater economic

efficiency.

% A Glossary of Terms, p. 101.
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OMB exercises Executive Branch cognizance over the federa budget process. It assststhe
President in preparing the annua budget, formulaing the government’'s fisca program, and
supervising and controlling budget execution. In its economic policy formulation and forecasting role,
OMB conducts fiscal, economic, and financid andyses. It aso heps develop budget, tax, credit,
and fiscdl policies. In an adminigrative or agency-interaction role, OMB communicates Presidentia
guidance to the agencies and departments of the Executive Branch. It examines their budget
requests, programs, operating methods, and legidative proposas. OMB employs approximately
540 people.

Thereisadivison of labor in the OMB for interaction with other executive departments and
agencies. The branch concerned with the Department of Defense (DoD) and its programs is the
Nationa Security Divison. The Associate Director has management oversight responsibility that
extends to the activities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and individuad Services.
The Nationd Security Divison divides its efforts between four principd sub-eélements. One
exercises cognizance over personnd, pay, and policy. Each of the remaning three exercises
cognizance over the program of a particular military department. In discharging its respongbility, the
Divison examines agency programs and operating methods, and reviews budget requests and
legidative proposds. Oversght includes andyses of long-range programs from which OMB makes
fisca projections and entalls specia analyses of sdected problems. Emphasizing aress of interest
common to two or more agencies, these analyses seek to improve program management and
interagency coordination.

L egislative Branch

Congressional Committee System

Congress parcels out its work to three types of committees. select and specid committees,
joint committees, and standing committees. A subcommittee is a functiona subdivision of one of the
other three. The standing and joint committees have the most relevance to the federal budget
process. We will discuss the resource alocation committees, but not include the House Ways and
Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee, which congder dl revenue measures.

Budget Committees

The Budget Committees of the House and Senate function in the areas of fiscd policy and
priorities. They monitor the likely effects of existing and proposed legidation on budget outlays.
They keep track of tax expenditures (that is, revenue losses attributed to tax rdief provided by
federal gtatutes). Most importantly, the Budget Committees guide Congress in the task of setting
levels for tota spending, revenues, and the nationd debt. In this capacity, the committees play a
centrd role in developing concurrent resolutions on the budget, which st forth or revise the
Congressiona budget for afisca year.

Authorization Committees

Instead of approving funding directly, Congress firs enacts specific authorizing legidation.
This task fdls to the authorizing committees in both houses. These committees provide substantive
review of Executive Branch proposals and recommend legidation that authorizes agencies to pursue
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paticular programs and activities The legidatiive committees that have primary cognizance of
defense authorizations and produce the defense authorization bills, are the House Armed Services
Committee (HASC) and Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC). Their subcommittees are
shown in Figure 5-5.

House Senate
Armed Services Armed Services

Committee Committee
(Subcommittees) (Subcommittees)

Installations & Facilities Airland
Personnel Emerging Threats
Procurement & Capabilities
Readiness Personnel

Research & Development Readiness &

Management Support
Merchant Marine*
Seapower

Morale, Welfare *

& Recreation Strategic Forces

* Special Oversight Panels

Figure 5-5. Authorization Subcommittees

Appropriations Committees

The House Appropriations Committee (HAC) and the Senate Appropriations Committee
(SAC) each has thirteen subcommittees that work on specific gppropriation bills (see the
“Products’ section). The Defense subcommittees and the Military Congtruction subcommittees
review all defense issues as part of the appropriation process. These are powerful groups, as they
are the ones who decide how much money an agency will get. Competition for a seat on these
committeesis keen, and the leadership in both houses picks the members very carefully.

Congressional Staffs

Saff members in Congress are employed in two capacities. Persond  daffs of
Representatives and Senators are hired by the member of Congress. Committee staff, who work
not for members of Congress, but for the committee to which they are attached, are hired by the
members of the committees.

Both chambers dlow for persond staff for their members, but fund them in different ways.
In the House, members are alowed eighteen permanent staff and four part-time postions. The
alowance for these positions are adjusted annually. As well, the more people a Congressman hires,
the smaller the salaries will be. The typica House member now has about nine persond daffers.

In the Senate, members were origindly granted saff to assst them with their committee
work. In 1891, the adlowance was one; in 1914, three. Shortly thereafter, Senators were alowed to
assign persond gaff to the committees of which they were Chairs. Senators persond daff are now
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funded through an appropriation that includes alowances for travel and miscellaneous expenses,
from which Senators may hire as many saff as they wish. A typicd daff sSze for a Senator is 24,
and may include three or four interns.

The roles that persond daffers fill, and thar titles, vary from member to member, but
generdly include offices such as thesee A Chief of Staff, who reports directly to the member and
coordinates the activities of the aff. A Legidative Director, who is concerned with the programs
and hills the member is interested in, particularly those in the committees and subcommittees on
which the member dts. There may be saff members specificdly designated to functions of
government, such as Defense, Agriculture, Commerce, eic. Almogt al daffs include a Press
Secretary or Communications Director, who keeps congtituents and the public at large informed
about the member’s views and positions. As would be expected, there is a Personal Secretary,
Appointments Director, or Scheduler to keep the member a the right place at the right time and
arange travel. A Case Worker (often severd of them) are dmost dways Sationed a the loca
office or offices of the member, where they handle condtituents issues, problems, and concerns,
maiters that often center around difficulties encountered in deding with the government. (One
Congressman congders this function so important that his Chief of Staff is stationed in the state, not
in Washington, DC, to ensure that the public liaison work goes smoathly).

Committees in the House are allowed “satutory” staffs of thirty permanent positions, except
for the Appropriations Committee, which are alowed to set their own gaff levels. The Chair and
majority members of the committee sdlect two-thirds of the committee daff; the ranking member
and minority members select the remainder.

In the Senate, Snce 1980, committee staffs have been sdlected by the members, limited by
annua budgets for staffing and other expenses, which are gpproved by the Senate as awhole. One-
third of each committeg s budget is reserved for the minority party.

Because the gppropriations alow for temporary employees and paid interns, and because
committees often change in name, jurisdiction, and subcommittee composition, the tota number of
committee daff is difficult to ascertain. The most recent forma account, conducted by the
Congressiona Research Service in 1996, noted 1,367 committee staffers in the House, down from
ahighin 1991 of 2,285. The largest saff in the House was on the Oversight Committee (256); the
smallest (12) on the Standards of Officiad Conduct Committee. In the 105™ Congress, the same two
committees, respectively, had the largest and smallest budgets, ($20,020,572 and $2,456,300)
from a totd committee appropriation (excluding the Appropriations Committee) of $178,321,878
for the two years of that Congress. The most recent Senate gppropriations, for FY 1999, was for
$77,254,000, to support an estimated 1,239 to 1,280 positions.

Congressond daffers are hired and fired a will, with little security beyond thar efiliation
with a particular member or members. Junior persond staff may increase their pay, satus, and
carer opportunities by moving from persond daff to a committee saff postion over which their
representative hasinfluence. More than one Congressman started his career as a Saffer.

5-23



Department of Defense Liaison with Congress

Each sarvice and the Office of the Secretary of Defense maintain an office dedicated to
Congressiond liaison. In the Navy’s case, the office works for the Secretary of the Navy. Headed
by a rear admird, the office functions as a conduit for the prompt, accurate, and appropriate
deivery of information to the offices of Congressmen, their persond staffs, and House and Senate
Committee staffs. The offices have separate branches for House and Senate liaison and employ 20
to 25 people. Requests from Congress take many forms, but are most often centered around a
specific issue about which the member requires information, which the liaison officer may ddiver ina
brief or a written summary, usudly to a Saffer. Officers often arrange travel requests when daffers
or members want to see operating forces, ingtalations, or commands, in which case then often work
with loca gtaff’s public affairs officers. Liaison officers are dmost dways involved when senior DoD
members testify in Congress. The most common task is to provide a response to a question for the
record from a member of Congress. Such “QFRS’ occur when a member asks a question during
testimony that the officids cannot answer, or when additiond level of detall is required. The liaison
officer then researches the response from the gppropriate DoD command or staff and delivers the
informetion to the committee Saff.

Above dl, “liaison” does not mean “lobby.” Especidly in the sengtive areas of “gppeds’ to
authorization or appropriations hills, the services' liaison branches are expected to be thoroughly
professional, speak with one voice, and avoid any action that would jeopardize the trust between
daffers and the military. Of utmost importance are inquiries regarding condtituents who are service
members, the number of which runsinto the tens of thousands each year.

Congressional Budget Office (CBO)

The Congressond Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 created the CBO to
provide assistance to the Congress in fulfilling its responghilities to ensure effective Congressond
control over the budgetary process; to determine each year the appropriate leve of federa revenues
and expenditures, and to recommend national budget priorities.

The CBO provides Congress with information on the budget and on proposed taxing and
spending legidation, and conducts studies and andlyses as committees may request. By its charter,
the CBO examines dternatives to proposals, but makes no recommendations. As a primary
respongbility, the CBO furnishes the two Budget Committees with the data and analyses they need
to discharge committee functions. The CBO develops information on request for the Appropriations
Committee of ether house, and for the House Ways and Means Committee and Senate Finance
Committee. In addition, again on request, the office provides any committee or member with
information aready compiled and available. In yet another function, the CBO tracks the spending
decisions of Congress and relates them to established budget authority and outlay targets. The CBO
currently employs 232 personnd.

One feature of the Congressond Budget Act of 1974 dso holds specid interest for the
service gaffs. The act requires executive departments and agencies to furnish the Director with any
available information, data, estimates, and statistics determined necessary, unless disclosure would
bein violaion of the law.
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General Accounting Office (GAO)

The establishment of the GAO (a product of the BAA of 1921) moved traditiond audit
functions from the Treasury Depatment to the control of the Congresss GAO employs
gpproximately 3,300 people; the office audits and evaluates government programs and activities as
directed by Congressona committees, subcommittees and members of Congress. In 1997, GAO
produced 1,337 audits and evauation reports; conducted 149 briefings and 182 testimony sessions
for Congress, and issued 2,386 legd decisons. The office dso sets accounting and auditing
standards for government departments, advises agencies on fiscd policies and procedures, and
standardizes information technology systems. GAO often produces studies that are directed at the
andysis of defense budgeting plans and palicies.

Congressional Research Service (CRYS)

The Congressonad Research Service, a branch of the Library of Congress, employs 800
people to provide various forms of research to members. Responses can range from telephone cdls
to the delivery of pre-assembled information packets to written responses or mgor reports. CRS
daffers may also be assigned to committees for periods of time in order to provide closer and more
immediate assistance. The CRS responds to as many as 600,000 individua requests each year, in
addition to providing seminars, training sessons, briefings, and testimony.

Additiond playersin the budget processinclude amost dl of the participants in the domestic
political process who have an interest in budget issues—|obbyidts, professona groups, business
groups, and many specia interest groups.

Products

The most important products of the budget process are the Presdent’s Budget, the
Concurrent Budget Resolution, the Authorization Bills, the Appropriation Bills, and Continuing
Resolutions.

President’s Budget

The President’s Budget is a proposd. It is designed to present the President’ s preferences
with regard to those goas and purposes of the budget discussed earlier, and is published by OMB
in four volumes:

The Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year XXXX contans the
President’s Budget message and an overview of the Presdent’s budget proposals. It explains
goending plans in terms of nationd needs, agency missions, and basc programs, it analyzes
estimated receipts, and discusses the President’s tax program. This document also describes the
budget process and presents summary tables on the overadl budget.

Budget of the United States Government, A Citizen’s Guide to the Federal Budget is
designed for the generd public. It provides a more concise, less technical overview of the budget
than the full budget. It provides summary and higtorical tables on the federa budget and dett,

together with graphic displays.
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The Budget of the United States Government, Appendix, contans information on the
various gppropriations and funds that comprise the budget. For each agency, the Appendix includes
the proposed text of appropriation language, budget schedules for each account, new legiddive
proposds, explanations of the work to be performed and the funds needed, proposed genera
provisions applicable to the gppropriations of entire agencies or groups of agencies, and schedules
of permanent postions. Supplementa and rescission proposals for the current year are presented
separately. Information is dso provided on certain activities whose outlays are not part of the
budget totd.

The Budget of the United Sates Government, Analytical Perspectives, highlights
specific program areas and other significant presentations of federa budget data It presents
dternative views of the budget, that is, current services and nationa income accounts, economic and
financid andyss of the budget covering government finances and operations as a whole; and
government-wide program and financid information for federad civil rights and reseerch and
devel opment programs.

Concurrent Budget Resolution (CBR)

The CBR is the most recent addition to the products of Congress, its purpose is to “pre-
negotiate’ the work of the other committees and to avoid the time-consuming settlement efforts for
each authorization and gppropriation bill. The resolution must contain the appropriate levd of budget
authority and outlays for the tota budget, the recommended leve of revenues, the surplus or deficit,
the level of authority and outlays for each budget function, and the appropriate leve of the public
debit.

The CBR is not a hill, and is not forwarded to the President. Congress adopts it as an
internal mechanism to bind the authorization, appropriations, and revenue committees in their work.
The document makes no line-item specifications or program decisons.

The President’s Budget and the CBR assign funds in accordance with budget functions,
which are categories that designate generd areas of government activity. Functions contain sub-
functions, which describe mission areas, but even at that level they may contain parts of departments
or more than one department. The National Defense Function (code 050) contains three sub-
functions: DoD—Military (code 051), Department of Energy Defense Activities (code 053), and
Defense- Related Activities (code 054). The budget functions are shown in Figure 5-6.
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Figure 5-6. Budget Functions

Departmental budgets submitted to the OMB for the Presdent’s Budget, including the
programmatic products of the PPBS, are “cross walked” into the budget functions, and then
consdered in turn in the appropriation bills, as explained below.

Authorization Bills

The authorization bills establish the purpose and guiddines for an activity and usualy set a
limit on the amount that can be spent. They are the firgt products that reflect an actua commitment
to spend money for a specific purpose, because they grant permisson to agppropriate budget
authority. Each authorization bill serves the function of ether establishing, continuing, or modifying
federd programs.

Some authorization bills directly provide spending for the programs they authorize, because
the money dlotted is done s0 through an entittement; hence the terms “direct spending” or
“mandatory spending.” Some entitlements, however, aso receive an gppropriation, but the amounts
are controlled by the authorization acts. Most direct spending acts are permanent—no periodic re-
enactment is required. Some (the Food Stamp program is an example) require periodic renewal.

Because they are policy decisons (with some fiscd dimensons), they are instruments of
Congressond control and oversight. Until the 1950s, authorization hills were largely permanent;
they provided continuous authority year after year. With the growth of the budget, Congress desired
more control and made many bills (including the defense authorization bills) annua acts, thus
requiring extengve review (meaning hearings, teimony, etc.) every year. To further exercise policy
and control, the defense authorization has, on occasion, been subdivided to the degree that the
gpecific number of missles, aircraft, and ships have been separate bills, enacted annudly.
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Appropriation Bills

The appropriation bills make money available to agencies of the government. Except in the
case of entitlements (explained below), an appropriation is the key determinant of how much will be
spent on a program. The thirteen separate appropriation bills common to the House and the Senate
areshownin Figure 5-7.

Appropriation Bills

e Agriculture & Rural Development

e Commerce / Justice / State / Judiciary
* Defense

* District of Columbia

* Energy & Water Development

» Foreign Operations, Export Financing
* Interior

e Labor / Health & Human Services / Education
* Legislative Branch

» Military Construction

» Transportation

* Treasury & General Government

* Veterans Administration / Housing & Urban Development /
Independent Agencies

Figure5-7. House & Senate Appropriation Bills
The cross waking discussed earlier causes the Energy and Water Subcommittee to
appropriate the money to support the Department of Energy Defense Activities (code 053) budget,
while the Defense Subcommittee appropriates the DoD-Military (code 051) budget.

Emergency Spending

Congress can enact emergency spending for almost any purpose or function it deems
appropriate. Emergency spending does not count toward the budget caps. Common examples are
naturd disasters at home and abroad, and military contingencies. More controversa are those hills

that appear to essentialy spend money “off budget;” an example from the FY 2000 budget was
funding for the 2000 census, which Congress authorized as an emergency.

Continuing Resolutions

If an gppropriation bill is not made law by the beginning of the fiscal year, Congress can
enact and the Presdent can make a continuing resolution into law. These bills are not
aopropriations; they alow a “rate of operations’ for a portion of the government for a specific
period of time. They cease to control the budget when the regular appropriation bills become law.

The increased use of the continuing resolution is attributed, in part, to Congress s inability to
meet the budget process timetable and to the sharp legidative and executive branch conflicts over
budget priorities. As an example, in the eighteen years between 1978 and 1996, the Defense
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Appropriations Act was passed on time only three times, and on one of those occasions, the
committee reported the bill minutes before midnight.

Plug-in

DoD enters the federa budget process with its submission of the proposed
departmental budget to the OMB, which is the budget staff of the Executive Branch.

The federal budget process returns to the DoD when the budget is enacted and begins
execution. The DoD doesn’'t just “spend” the money; at variows levels, personnel are
employed in the exacting business of apportioning, committing, obligating, expending,
auditing, and monitoring the money that the process delivers for purposes of national
security. Figure 5-8 illustrates the numerous activities and documents (darkened on the
diagram for emphasis) in defense resource alocation that are driven by the federal budget
process.
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Figure5-8. Federal Budget Process: Calendar Events
BESs: Budget Estimate Submissions JRB: Joint Requirements Board
CINCs: Commander-In-Chief JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSCP:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance JSR: Joint Strategy Review
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
CRS: Chairman’s Readiness System NMS: National Military Strategy
DPG: Defense Planning Guidance NSS: National Security Strategy
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists PBDs: Program Budget Decisions
JCS: Joint Chiefs of Staff PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda
JNA: Joint Net Assessment POMs: Program Objective Memoranda
JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
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Chapter 6
Synthesis

Y ou should now have a better understanding of the people, products, and processes used
by DoD in making resource dlocation decisons. The JSPS identifies threats, risks, and
opportunities, and proposes a drategy detailing how to best dign forces in support of nationa
security objectives. The PPBS proposes a six-year plan to fidd the right mix of forcesin support of
that drategy. The RGS identifies and refines misson needs, and energizes the DAS to procure
capabilities in support of those needs. The federd budget process authorizes programs and
appropriates funds in order to procure and operate the desired systems. Figure 6-1 illustrates these
interrelationships of the forma process.
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Figure 6-1. Defense Planning I nterrelationships
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BESs: Budget Submission Estimates JSCP: Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSPS: Joint Strategic Planning System
CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JSR:  Joint Strategy Review

DAS: Defense Acquisition System MNS: Mission Need Statement

DoD: Department of Defense NMS: National Military Strategy

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PBDs: Program Budget Decisions

FYDP: Future-Years Defense Program PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda
IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists POMs: Program Objective Memoranda
JMRR: Joint Monthly Readiness Report PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
JOPES: Joint Operation Planning & Execution System QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review
JPD: Joint Planning Document RGS: Requirements Generation System
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The federd budget time line is the driving force for defense resource dlocation
decison making. The PPBS is mogt directly affected, but even the event-driven RGS and DAS
must be responsive to budget formulaion and the Congressonal enactment process. Figure 6-2
displaysthe interaction of the players and products over time.
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Figure 6-2 . Calendar Events

BESs: Budget Estimate Submissions JRB: Joint Requirements Board

CINCs: Commander-In-Chief JROC: Joint Requirements Oversight Council
CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment JSCP:  Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan

CPG: Contingency Planning Guidance JSR: Joint Strategy Review

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation JWCA: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
CRS: Chairman’s Readiness System NMS: National Military Strategy

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance NSS: National Security Strategy

IPLs: Integrated Priority Lists PBDs: Program Budget Decisions

JCS: Joint Chiefs of Staff PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda

JINA: Joint Net Assessment POMs: Program Objective Memoranda

JPD: Joint Planning Document QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review

Table 61 is a useful reference for reviewing the defense resource dlocation process. It
traces each system from the players to the outputs. Y ou should now be able to wak through any of
the figures in the text and understland the relationships among the various products, and where and
how the key participants can influence the process.
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TABLE 6-1: SUMMARY OF THE DEFENSE RESOURCE ALLOCATION PROCESS

SYSTEM PHASE
* Federa « Formulation or
Budget Process Executive
Preparation and
Submission

* Enactment or the
Congressional
Budget Process

PLAYERS
« Executive Agencies
and Departments

¢ President/OMB

¢ Senate and House
Budget Committees

¢ Senate and House
Armed Services
Committees

* Senate and House
Appropriation
Committees

« OMB/CBO/GAO

* Full Senate and House

6-4

ACTIVITY

Review of current
operations, programs,
objectives, and future
plans

Exchangeinfo on
trade and economic
projections

Build budget requests

National needs considered
Review economic forecasts

Create defense authori-
zation hills, with con-
ference action if
necessary

Create defense appropri-
ation bills, with recon-
ciliation and/or con-
ference action if
necessary

Analysis of tax and
spending legislation
for sequester criteria

Pass bills

OUTPUT

» President’ s Budget
submitted to Congress

» Concurrent Budget
Resolution

» Defense Authorization
Bill

» Defense Appropriation
Bill

» Spending cutsif

required

* Send to President
for signature or veto



SYSTEM

* Federal
Budget Process

* Federa
Budget Process

TABLE 6-1: SUMMARY OF THE DEFENSE RESOURCE ALLOCATION PROCESS (Continued)

PHASE

* Execution or
Implementation
and Control

* Review and Audit

PLAYERS

OMB

Agencies and
services

President

Congress

Agencies and

OMB/GAO

6-5

ACTIVITY/DOCUMENTS

Apportions fundsto
be spent

Commitment, obligation,
and expenditure of funds

Submits impoundment
requests (rescission and/or
deferral)

Takes action on impoundment
requests or Presidential vetoes

Review and control
services

Audit agencies and
departments. Take civil
action asrequired

OUTPUT

Development,
building,
modernizing,
maintaining,

and supporting of
military forces

Assurance that
outlays obligations
incurred

comply with
authorizing and
appropriation laws
and/or civil action
for non-compliance



Table 6-1: SUMMARY OF THE DEFENSE RESOURCE ALLOCATION PROCESS (Continued)

SYSTEM PHASE PLAYERS

« JSPS .

* PPBS e Planning .

DIA

CINCs

JCS (35, 39)

CICSJROC

NSC

CICS/OSD/CINCs
Services/Agencies
DRB

SecDef

6-6

ACTIVITY

Provide advice on
intelligence priorities,
appraisals of situations
and threats

Make inputs on force level

requirements, strategy,
risk and priorities

Force capabilities
assessments
Force capabilities
assessments

Provide national policy
and objectives

Participatein
development of DPG

Promulgate DPG

OUTPUT

* NMSJPD



SYSTEM
* PPBS

TABLE 6-1: SUMMARY OF THE DEFENSE RESOURCE ALLOCATION PROCESS (Continued)

PHASE

* Programming

PLAYERS

Services/Agencies
USSOCOM

CINCs

CICSJROC

osD

PRG/DRB

DepSecDef/SecDef

JROC

6-7

ACTIVITY

Make 6-year resource plan
to match money and man-
power to programs
Program review

Update FYDP

Provideinputsto POMs
Summer review

Assess appropriateness of
POMs

Develop issuesfor
alternatives

Debate issuesin Summer
Review Process

Modify/Approve service
programs

JWCA

OUTPUT
« POMs

e |PLs

e |ssues

« CPA

* Magjor IssuelList

Issue Papers

» PDMs

* Contracts



SYSTEM
* PPBS

* Requirements
Generation System

» Defense
Acquisition System

TABLE 6-1: SUMMARY OF THE DEFENSE RESOURCE ALLOCATION PROCESS (Continued)

PHASE

« Budgeting

* Milestone A
Conduct Concepts Study

« Concept & Technology
Development Phase

* Milestone B
Begin new acquisition
program

PLAYERS

Services,

DoD Agencies,
And USSOCOM
OSD/OMBICICS
DRB

DepSecDef
JCS/ICINCs
SecDef/OMB
CINCs/Services/OSD/
JCS/DoD Agencies
JROC

DAB/MDA

Lead Agency

JROC

DAB/MDA

6-8

ACTIVITY

Prepare budget estimates
submissions (BES)
Update FYDP

Budget review

Debate appeal /issues
Decide on appeal /issues
Assess impact on
warfighting

Final Defense Budget
Assessments

Refine/Validate/Approve

Review MNS

Evaluate alternatives
Develop AQ Strategy

Assess cost/performance

Review previous phase

OUTPUT

BESs

PBDs
MBIs

DoD input to
President’ s Budget

Requirements
MNS

ADM : approval to enter
Concept & Technology
Development Phase

AOA
Present plan to DAB

Revalidate MNS
Develop ORD

ADM : approval to enter
System Development &
Demonstration Phase



TABLE 6-1: SUMMARY OF THE DEFENSE RESOURCE ALLOCATION PROCESS (Continued)

SYSTEM PHASE

 Defense Acquisition
System

« System Development
& Demonstration Phase

* Milestone C

* Production & Deployment
Phase

PLAYERS

PM

Services/OSD
Congress

PM

JROC

DAB/MDA

Service/OSD
Congress
JROC

PM

JROC

ACTIVITY

 Cost, schedule, and
performance trade-offs

» Recommend funding

» Oversight

* Review exit criteria

 Asses cost/performance

» Review previous phase

 Fund program

» Oversight

 Assess cost/performance
 Build system/IOT&E

* Review exit criteria

 Asses cost/performance

6-9

OUTPUT

ORD/APB

POM
Auth/Approp Bills
Present to DAB
Revalidate MNS

ADM : approval to enter
Production & Deployment Phase

POM
Auth/Approp Bills
Revalidate MNS
LRIP

Present to DAB

Revalidate MNS






Appendix 1
Organization for National Security

This gppendix provides organizationa diagrams of the Department of Defense. Additiond
detal can be obtain from the following publications:

Department of Defense Organization and Functions Guidebook,
http:/Amww.defensdink.mil/pubs/ofg/index.html
The Joint Staff Officer’s Guide 2000, Joint Forces Staff College Pub 1,
http://Mmww.jfsc.ndu.edu, click on The Joint Staff Officer's Guide link for JFSC Pub 1 access.

It should be noted that the recent Defense Reform Initiative has prescribed a variety of
changes to the organization of DoD. Some of those changes have occurred, others reversed, and
yet others remain to be implemented. The DRI can be found at:

http://mww.defensdlink.mil/pubs/dodreform

If you are viewing the dectronic verson of this text, many of the organizations, agencies,
activities, directorates, and offices are linked to their respective websites. This dlows you to obtain
additiona information by “clicking” on the appropriate block on the diagrams.
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National Security Council

National Command Authorities

President

Secretary
of Defense Secretary
of State

.
1

Chairman of the 1 Combatant Commands Military Departments

Joint Chiefs of Staff (Navy, Army, Air Force)
Central Command

Eg;%?ﬁg%g;mgﬁgd Service Secretaries
Southern Command
Joint Forces Command
Special Operations Command
Space Command
Strategic Command
Transportation Command

Figure A-1-1. Organization for U.S. National Security

Figure A-1-1 was used in Chapter 1 of this text and shows how the U.S. government has
organized itsdf to ded with nationa security. Figure A-1-2 and the diagrams on the following pages
focus on the Department of Defense and its organi zetion.

Secretary of Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense

Office of the Defense DoD
Secretary of Defense Agencies Field Activities

Military Departments

(_:hairman of the Department
Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Air Force
Combatant Commands IW'
[ Joint Chiefs of Staff | ofthe Army

Central Command
European Command
Pacific Command
Southern Command
Joint Forces Command
Special Operations Command
Space Command

Strategic Command
Transportation Command

Department
of the Navy

U.S.Marine
Corps

Figure A-1-2. Organization of the Department of Defense
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Fgure A-1-3 shows the organization of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD).
Those offices seen in the blocks represent those secretaries and directors who report directly to the
Secretary of Defense (SecDef) or Deputy Secretary of Defense. Generaly, the hierarchy flows from
the SecDef down through the DepSecDef to the under secretaries of defense (USDs), then to
assstant secretaries of defense (ASDs) or deputy under secretaries (DUSDSs), and then to deputy
assstant secretaries (DASDS) or directors. Y ou will notice that some assistant secretaries and even
directors report directly to the SecDef.

Secretary of Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense

Inspector Director, General ASD Director, ASD
General Net Assessment Counsel (Public Administration (Legislative
Affairs) & Management Affairs)
ATSD ATSD
(Civil Support) (Intelligence Oversight)
uUsbD uUsbD uUsD UsD Director, ASD
(Policy) (Comptroller) (Personnel (Acquisition, |...| Operational Command, Control,
& Readiness) Technology, & Test& Communications
Logistics) Evaluation & Intelligence

- ASD (Health Affairs)

— ASD (Reserve Affairs)

PDUSD (Acquisition, Technology, & Logistics)l

— ASD (Force Management
Policy) %DUSD (Acquisition & Technology) |

) [~ DUSD (Installations)
— DUSD (Readiness)

[~ DUSD (Industrial Affairs)
— DUSD (Program Integration)
—DUSD (Acquisition Reform)

— DUSD (Plannin
( 9) [~ DUSD (Environmental Security)

— PDUSD (Comptroller
( P ) —Director, Small & Disadvantaged

Business Utilization

— Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation

PDUSD (Policy) —|DUSD (Logistics & Material Readiness)l

[~ ASD (International Security Affairs)

—|Director, Defense Research & Engineeringl

—ASD (Special Operations & Low-Intensity Conflict) ) . .
ATSD (Nuclear & Chemical & Biological

. Defense Programs)
—ASD (Strategy & Threat Reduction)

DUSD (Science & Technology)

—DUSD (Policy Support)
DUSD (Advanced Systems & Concepts)

—DUSD (Technology Security Policy)

Figure A-1-3. Organization of DoD: Office of the Secretary of Defense
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Figure A-1-4 depicts the Defense Agencies (darkened for emphasis) and how they fit into
the OSD. Many of these agencieswill report directly to the SecDef under certain situations.

Secretary of Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense

| | | | | |
Inspector ATSD | General Counsel | ASD Director, ASD
General (Intelligence (Public Administration (Legislative
Oversight) Affairs) & Management Affairs)
Defense Legal
ATSD Services Director,

Agency

(Civil Support) Net Assessment

usD usD usD usD Director, ASD
(Policy) (Comptroller) (Personnel (Acquisition, | Operational Command, Control,
& Technology, Test & Communications
Readiness) & Logistics) Evaluation & Intelligence

*National Security Agency [
*National Imagery & Mapping Agency
ASD

—t (Force *Defense Intelligence Agency |omm
Management)
Defense Security Service
*Defense Information Systems Agency g

—| DUSD (Logistics & Materiel Readiness) |

Defense Contract Audit | *Defense Logistics Agency

‘ Agency

Defense Finance & —| DUSD (Acquisition & Technology) |

Accounting Service - -
‘ J ‘ *Defense Contract Management Agency

.I ASD (International Security Affairs) | —I Director, Defense Research & Engineering |

Defense
Commissary
Agency

i

IR,
| Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency

;
| *Defense Threat Reduction Agency
| Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
*Combat Support Agency

| Defense Security Cooperation Agency

Figure A-1-4. Organization of DoD: Defense Agencies
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The DoD Activities (darkened for emphasis) and how they fit into OSD are displayed
Figure A-1-5.
Secretary of Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense
Inspector Director, General ASD Director, ASD
General Net Assessment Counsel (Public Administration (Legislative
Affairs) & Management Affairs)
ATSD ATSD
(Intellig_ence (Civil Support) Washington Headquarters
Oversight) ‘ Services
American Forces Information
‘ Service
| | | l | |
USD usD UsD USsD Director, ASD
(Policy) (Personnel (Comptroller) (Acquisition prs{ Operational Command,
& Readiness) & Technology) Test & Control,
Evaluation Communications
& Intelligence

-I ASD (Force Management Policy) |

| DoD Education Activity

-I ASD (Health Affairs) |

.
TRICARE Management Activity

_|

ASD (International Security Affairs) |

SR

| Defense POW/MP Office

—| DUSD (Installations) |

D

oD Human Resources Activity

Figure A-1-5. Organization of DoD: DoD Activities
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The organization of the Joint Staff is shown in Figure A-1-6.

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Vice Chairman

Director of the

Agencies &
Inspector] i
Gepneral Joint Staff Repr?f;rggtive
0
[ ] I |
J-1 J-2 J-3 J-4
Directorate for Joint Staff Directorate for Directorate for
Manpower & Intelligence Operations Logistics
Personnel Directorate
I [ | ]
J-5 J-6 J-7 J-8

Directorate
for Strategic
Plans & Policy

Directorate for
Command, Control,
Communications, &
Computer Systems

Directorate for
Operational Plans

& Joint Force

Development

Directorate for
Force Structure,
Resources, &
Assessment

Figure A-1-6. Organization of DoD: The Joint Staff

The organization of the Military Departmentsis displayed Figure A-1-7.

Secretary of Defense

Deputy Secretary of Defense

Secretary of the Navy

Secretary o

f the Army

Secretary of the Air Force

Under Secretary of the Navy

Under Secretary of the Army

Under Secretary of the Air Force

Assistant Secretary Assistant Secretary

Manpower & Inst. 1S & Acquisition,
Reserve Affairs Environment Logistics, &
Technology

Assistant Secretary

| H

Assistant Secretary

Civil Works |

Assistant Secretary

-

Acquisition

Assistant Secretary

Space

Assistant Secretary Assistant Secretary

Research, Financial n Secret
Development, Management ssistant Secretary
& Acquisition & Comptroller Installations &

Environment

Assistant Secretary
Manpower &
Reserve Affairs

Assistant Secretary

Financial
Management
& Comptroller

[ 1

Chief of Commandant of the
Naval Operations Marine Corps
Operating Operating
Commands Commands
& Agencies & Agencies

Assistant Secretary

Management
& Comptroller

Financial

Army

Chief of Staff

Operating
Commands
& Agencies

Assistant Secretary

Manpower,
Reserve Affairs,
Installations, &

Environment

Air Force

Chief of Staff

Operating
Commands
&Agencies

Figure A-1-7. Organization of DoD: Military Departments
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Appendix 2
U.S. Code Responsibilities

Federd datutes enacted by Congress and signed by the President are compiled into the United States Code. The U.S. Code is
organized by topics into a series of titles numbered from 1 (Genera Provisions) through 50 (War and National Defense). Mogt of the statues
that govern the Department of Defense are found under Title 10, U.S. Code Armed Forces.

The U.S. Code is published by the U.S. Government Printing Office and can aso be found on the Corndl Law School website;
<http://mww4.law.cornell.edw/uscode/>. Statutes more recently enacted will be compiled into the U.S. Code on a periodic basis.

The following tables show the mgjor satues that define the responghilities of key leaders within the nationa security structure of the
United States.

The President

The Secretary of Defense

Service Secretaries

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
The Joint Requirements Oversght Council
Unified Commanders

In addition to their respongibilities the following is aso shown:
The forma process used to meet the responsibility

The product (document) associated with the respongbility
The lead agency that manages the effort
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__ _ _  _ ______________President_________ _________

Title/Section

Responsibility

Process

Product

Lead

Title 31
Section 1105

(a) On or after the first Monday in January but not later than the first Monday
in February of each year, the President shall submit a budget of the United
States Government for the following fiscal year. Each budget shall include a
budget message and summary and supporting information.

Federal Budget
Process
(Formulation
Phase)

President's
Budget

Office of
Management
and Budget

Title 50
Section 404

(a) Transmittal to Congress. (1) The President shall transmit to Congress
year a comprehensive report on the national security strategy of the U.S.
(hereinafter in this section referred to as a “national security strategy report”).
(2) The national security strategy report for any year shall be transmitted

on the date on which the President submits to Congress the budget for the
next fiscal year under section 1105 of title 31. (3) Not later than 150 days
after the date on which a new President takes office, the President shall
transmit to Congress a national security strategy report under this section.
That report shall be in addition to the report for that year transmitted at the
time specified in paragraph (2).

(b) Contents. Each national security strategy report shall set forth the national
security strategy of the U.S. and shall include a comprehensive description
and discussion of the following: (1) The worldwide interests, goals, and
objectives of the U.S. that are vital to the national security of the U.S.

(2) The foreign policy, worldwide commitments, and national defense
capabilities of the United States necessary to deter aggression and to
implement the national security strategy of the U.S. (3) The proposed
short-term and long-term uses of the political, economic, military, and other
elements of the national power of the U.S. to protect or promote the interests
and achieve the goals and objectives referred to in paragraph (1).

(4) The adequacy of the capabilities of the United States to carry out the
national security strategy of the United States, including the evaluation of the
balance among the capabilities of all elements of the national power of the
United States to support the implementation of the national security strategy.
(5) Such other information as may be necessary to help inform Congress

on matters relating to the national security strategy of the United States.

National Security
Council System

National Security
Strategy

National
Security
Council
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Secretary of Defense ‘

Title/Section

Responsibility

Process

Product

Lead

Title 10
Section 113

(c) The Secretary shall report annually in writing to the President and the
on the expenditures, work, and accomplishments of the DoD during the period
covered by the report, together with: (1) a report from each military department

on the expenditures, work, and accomplishments of that department; (2) itemized
statements showing the savings of public funds, and the elimination of unneces-
sary duplications, made under sections 125 and 191 of this title; (3) a report from
the Reserve Forces Policy Board on the reserve programs of the DoD; and

(4) such recommendations as he considers appropriate.

(e) (1) The Secretary shall include in his annual report to Congress: (A) a
description of the major military missions and of the military force structure of the
United States for the next fiscal year; (B) an explanation of the relationship of
those military missions to that force structure; and (C) the justification for those
military missions and that force structure.

(2) In preparing the matter referred to in paragraph (1), the SecDef shall take into
consideration the content of the annual national security strategy report of the
President under title 50, section 404a of the U.S. Code for the fiscal year
concerned.

Annual Report
to the President
and the Congress

Office of the
Executive
Secretary

Title 10
Section 113(g)

(1) The SecDef, with the advice and assistance of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, shall provide annually to the heads of DoD components written
policy guidance for the preparation and review of the program recommendations
and budget proposals of their respective components. Such guidance shall
guidance on: (A) national security objectives and policies; (B) the priorities of
military missions; and (C) the resource levels projected to be available for the
period of time for which such recommendations and proposals are to be
(2) The SecDef, with the approval of the President and after consultation with the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, shall provide annually to the Chairman
written policy guidance for the preparation and review of contingency plans. Such
guidance shall include guidance on specific force levels and specific supporting
resource levels projected to be available for the period of time for which such
plans are to be effective.

PPBS
(Planning Phase)

Defense Planning
Guidance

USD (Policy)
&
PA&E

Contingency
Planning
Guidance

USD (Policy)
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Secretary of Defense (continued)

Title/Section Responsibility Process Product Lead
(a) The SecDef shall every four years, during a year following a year evenly
divisible by four, conduct a comprehensive examination (to be known as a
‘quadrennial defense review’) of the national defense strategy, force
force modernization plans, infrastructure, budget plan, and other elements of
the defense program and policies of the United States with a view toward
determining and expressing the defense strategy of the United States and
establishing a defense program for the next 20 years. Each such QDR shall
be conducted in consultation with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
(b) Each QDR shall be conducted so as: (1) to delineate a national defense
strategy consistent with the most recent National Security Strategy
by the President; (2) to define sufficient force structure, force modernization
plans, infrastructure, budget plan, and other elements of the defense Quadrennial
Title 10 of the United States associated with that national defense strategy that would PPBS Defense Review | USD (Policy)
Section 118 |be required to execute successfully the full range of missions called for in| (Planning Phase) (QDR) Report
national defense strategy; and (3) to identify the budget plan that would be
required to provide sufficient resources to execute successfully the full range
of missions called for in that national defense strategy at a low-to-moderate
level of risk, and any additional resources (beyond those programmed in the
current future-years defense program) required to achieve such a level of
(c) The assessment of risk for the purposes of subsection (b) shall be
taken by the SecDef in consultation with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. That assessment shall define the nature and magnitude of the political,
strategic, and military risks associated with executing the missions called for

under the national defense strategy.

(d) The SecDef shall submit a report on each QDR to the Committees on
Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives. The report
shall be submitted not later than September 30 of the year in which the
is conducted. The report shall include the following: (1) The results of the
review, including a comprehensive discussion of the national defense
strategy of the United States and the force structure best suited to
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Secretary of Defense (continued

Title/Section Responsibility Process Product Lead
implement that strategy at a low-to-moderate level of risk. (2) The assumed
or defined national security interests of the United States that inform the
national defense strategy defined in the review. (3) The threats to the
assumed or defined national security interests of the United States that were
examined for the purposes of the review and the scenarios developed in the
examination of those threats. (4) The assumptions used in the review,
including assumptions related to: (A) the status of readiness of U.S. forces;
(B) the cooperation of allies, mission-sharing and additional benefits to and
burdens on U.S. forces resulting from coalition operations; (C) warning
(D) levels of engagement in operations other than war and smaller-scale
contingencies and withdrawal from such operations and contingencies; and
(E) the intensity, duration, and military and political end-states of conflicts and

Title 10 smaller-scale contingencies. (5) The effects on the force structure and on PPBS Quadrennial
Section 118 |readiness for high-intensity combat of preparations for and participation in (Planning Phase) | Defense Review | USD (Policy)
(cont.) operations other than war and smaller-scale contingencies. (6) The man- (QDR) Report

power and sustainment policies required under the national defense
strategy to support engagement in conflicts lasting longer than 120 days.
(7) The anticipated roles and missions of the reserve components in the
national defense strategy and the strength, capabilities, and equipment
necessary to assure that the reserve components can capably discharge
those roles and missions. (8) The appropriate ratio of combat forces to
support forces (commonly referred to as the ‘tooth-to-tail’ ratio) under the
national defense strategy, including, in particular, the appropriate number
and size of headquarters units and Defense Agencies for that purpose.

(9) The strategic and tactical air-lift, sea-lift, and ground transportation
capabilities required to support the national defense strategy. (10) The
forward presence, pre-positioning, and other anticipatory deployments
necessary under the national defense strategy for conflict deterrence and
adequate military response to anticipated conflicts. (11) The extent to which
resources must be shifted among two or more theaters under the national
defense strategy in the event of conflict in such theaters. (12) The advisability
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Title/Section

Secretary of Defense (contin

Responsibility

ed

Process

Product

Lead

Title 10
Section 118
(cont.)

of revisions to the Unified Command Plan as a result of the national defense
strategy. (13) The effect on force structure of the use by the armed forces of
technologies anticipated to be available for the ensuing 20 years. (14) Any
Other matter the SecDef considers appropriate.

(e) Upon the completion of each review under subsection (a), the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall prepare and submit to the SecDef the
Chairman’s assessment of the review, including the Chairman’s
of risk. The Chairman’s assessment shall be submitted to the SecDef in
for the inclusion of the assessment in the report. The SecDef shall include
the Chairman’s assessment, together with the SecDef’'s comments, in the
report in its entirety.

PPBS
(Planning Phase)

Quadrennial
Defense Review
(QDR) Report

USD (Policy)

Title 10
Section 221

(a) The SecDef shall submit to Congress each year, at or about the time that
the President’s budget is submitted to Congress that year under section
1105(a) of title 31, a future-years defense program (including associated
annexes) reflecting the estimated expenditures and proposed appropriations
included in the budget. Any such future-years defense program shall cover
the fiscal year with respect to which the budget is submitted and at least the
four succeeding fiscal years

PPBS
(Programming
and Budgeting

Phases)

Future-Years
Defense Program
(FYDP)

uUsD
(Comptroller)
& Director
of PA&E
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Services

Title/Section

Responsibility

Process

Product

Lead

Title 10

Section 3013
(Army)

Section 5013
(Navy)

Section 8013
(Air Force)

(b) Subject to the authority, direction, and control of the SecDef and subject
to the provisions of chapter 6 of this title, the Secretary of the (Army, Navy,

Air Force) is responsible for, and has the authority necessary to conduct, all
affairs of the (DoA, DoN, DoAF), including the following functions:

(1) Recruiting (2) Organizing (3) Supplying (4) Equipping (including research
and development) (5) Training (6) Servicing (7) Mobilizing (8) Demobilizing
(9) Administering (including the morale and welfare of personnel)

(10) Maintaining (11) The construction, outfitting, and repair of military
equipment (12) The construction, maintenance, and repair of buildings,
structures, and utilities and the acquisition of real property and interests in
property necessary to carry out the responsibilities specified in this section.

(c) Subject to the authority, direction, and control of the SecDef, the Secretary
of the (Army, Navy, Air Force) is responsible to the SecDef for:

(1) the functioning and efficiency of the Department of the (DoA, DoN, DoAF);
(2) the formulation of policies and programs by the (DoA, DoN, DoAF) that are
fully consistent with national security objectives and policies established by
the President or the SecDef;

(3) the effective and timely implementation of policy, program, and budget
decisions and instructions of the President or the SecDefrelating to the

(DoA, DoN, DoAF);

(4) carrying out the functions of the (DoA, DoN, DoAF) so as to fulfill (to the
maximum extent practicable) the current and future operational requirements
of the unified and specified combatant commands;

(5) effective cooperation and coordination between the (DoA, DoN, DoAF)

and other military departments and agencies of the DoD to provide for more
effective, efficient, and economical administration and to eliminate duplication;
(6) the presentation and justification of the positions of the (DoA, DoN, DoAF)
on the plans, programs, and policies of the DoD;

PPBS

Program
Objective
Memoranda
(POMSs)

Budget
Estimate
Submissions
(BESS)

Consideration of
CINCs Integrated
Priority Lists
(IPLs)

Service
Secretariats

Service
Headquarters
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Title 10
Section 153(a)

Title/Section Responsibility Process Product Lead
(1) Strategic Direction. Assisting the President and the SecDefin providing Joint Strategic National Military
for the strategic direction of the armed forces. Planning System | Strategy (NMS), J5
(JSPS) Joint Vision J7
(Joint Vision
Joint Strategy JSR Annual Implementation
Review (JSR) Report

(2) Strategic Planning:
(A) Preparing strategic plans, including plans which conform with resource

Joint Strategic
Capabilities Plan

levels projected by the SecDefto be available for the period of time for JSPS (JscCP) J5
which the plans are to be effective. Global Family of

(B) Preparing joint logistic and mobility plans to support those Engagement Plans

contingency plans and recommending the assignment of logistic and| Joint Operation J7
responsibilities to the armed forces in accordance with those logistic and Planning & Execution | CINCs’ OPLANs (Review of
mobility plans. System (JOPES) and TEPs CINCs’ Plans)
(C) Advising the Secretary on critical deficiencies and strengths in force JSPS

capabilities (including manpower, logistic, and mobility support) identified Joint Net Quadrennial

during the preparation and review of contingency plans and assessing the Assessment Assessment J5/38
effect of such deficiencies and strengths on meeting national security (INA)

objectives and policy and on strategic plans.

(3) Contingency Planning; Preparedness:

(A) Providing for the preparation and review of contingency plans which JSPS JSCP J5
conform to policy guidance from the President and the SecDef.

(B) Preparing joint logistic and mobility plans to support those contingency CINCs’ J7

plans and recommending the assignment of logistic and mobility JOPES Contingency (Review of
responsibilities to the armed forces in accordance with those logistic and Plans CINCs’ Plans)

mobility plans.
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________________________Chairman ofthe Joint Chiefs of Staff (continued) _________

Title/Section Responsibility Process Product Lead
(3) (C) Advising the Secretary on critical deficiencies and strengths in force JSPS Joint Planning J5/J8
capabilities (including manpower, logistic, and mobility support) identified Document (JPD)
during the preparation and review of contingency plans and assessing the Joint Warfighting Chairman's
effort of such deficiencies and strengths on meeting national security Capabilities Program J8
objectives and policy and on strategic plans. Assessments Recommendation

(JWCA) Process (CPR)
(D) Establishing and maintaining, after consultation with the commanders Chairman's Joint Monthly
of the unified and specified combatant commands, a uniform system of Readiness Readiness Report J3
evaluating the preparedness of each such command to carry out missions System (JMRR)
assigned to the command. (CRS)
(4) Advice on Requirements, Programs, and Budget: JSPS JPD J5/38
Title 10 (A) Advising the Secretary, under section 163(b)(2) of this title, on the

Section 153(a) | priorities of the requirements identified by the commanders of the unified and JWCA Process CPR J8

specified combatant commands.

(B) Advising the Secretary on the extent to which program recommendations

and budget proposals of the military departments and other components of

DoD for a fiscal year conform with the priorities established in strategic plans

and with the priorities established for the requirements of the unified and Chairman's

specified combatant commands. JWCA Process Program J8

(C) Submitting to the Secretary alternative program recommendations and Assessment

budget proposals, within projected resource levels and guidance by the (CPA)

Secretary, in order to achieve greater conformance with the priorities referred

to in clause (B).

(D) Assessing military requirements for defense acquisition programs. Joint
Requirements Mission Needs | Requirement

Generation Statement (MNS) | Oversight
System (RGS) Council
(JROC)
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- Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (continued) _________|

Title/Section

Responsibility

Process

Product

Lead

Title 10
Section 153(d)

(1) Not later than August 15 of each year, the Chairman shall submit to the
Committees on Armed Services and the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and House of Representatives a report on the requirements of the
combatant commands established under section 161 of this title. The report
shall contain the following:

(A) A consolidation of the integrated priority lists of requirements of the
combatant commands.

(B) The Chairman’s views on the consolidated lists.

JROC/JWCA

Consolidated
IPLs

J8

Title 10
Section 161

(b) (1) The Chairman periodically (not less often than every two years) shall:
(A) review the missions, responsibilities (including geographic boundaries),
and force structure of each combatant command; and

(B) recommend to the President, through the SecDef, and changes to

such missions, responsibilities, and force structures as may be necessary.

JSPS

Unified
Command
Plan
(UCP)

J5

USD(P)

Title 10
Section 163

(a) Communications through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
assignment of duties, the President may:

(1) direct that communications between the President or the Secretary of
Defense and the commanders of the unified and specified combatant
commands be transmitted through the Chairman; and

(2) Assign duties to the Chairman to assist the President and the Secretary
of Defense in performing their command functions.

(b) Oversight by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

(1) The Secretary of Defense may assign to the Chairman responsibility

for overseeing the activities of the combatant commands. Such assignment
by the Secretary to the Chairman does not confer any command authority on
the Chairman and does not alter the responsibility of the commanders of the
combatant commands prescribed in section 164(b)(2) of this article.

(2) Subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of
Defense, the Chairman serve as the spokesman for the commanders of the
combatant commands, especially on the operational requirements of their
commands. In performing such function, the Chairman shall:
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (continued

Title/Section Responsibility Process Product Lead

(A) confer with and obtain recommendations from the commanders of

combatant commands with respect to the requirements of their commands;
Title 10 (B) evaluate and integrate such information;

Section 163 | (C) advise and make recommendations to the Secretary of Defense with

(continued) respect to the requirements of the combatant commands, individually and

collectively; and

(D) communicate, as appropriate, the requirements of the combatant

commands to other elements of the DoD.
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Joint Requirements Oversight Council

Title/Section Responsibility Process Product Lead
(a) Establishment. The SecDef shall establish a Joint Requirements Council
(JROC) in the DoD. Joint Warfighting Chairman'’s
(b) Mission. In addition to other matters assigned to it by the President or Capabilities Program J8
SecDef, the JROC shall: Assessment Recommendation
(1) assist the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in identifying and (JWCA) Process and Assessment
assessing the priority of joint military requirements (including existing (CPR and CPA)
Title 10 and equipment) to meet the national military strategy;
Section 181 | (2) assist the Chairman in considering alternatives to any acquisition Defense Evaluation of
program that has been identified to meet military requirements by evaluating Acquisition Acquisition
the cost, schedule, and performance criteria of the program and of the System (DAS) Program
identified alternatives; and (APB)
(3) as part of its mission to assist the Chairman in assigning joint priority Focus on the
among existing and future programs meeting valid requirements, ensure that Key Performance
the assignment of such priorities conforms to and reflects resource levels Parameters
projected by the SecDefthrough the defense planning guidance. (KPPs)
Unified Commanders ‘
Title/Section Responsibility Process Product Lead

Title 10
Section 164

(b) Responsibilities of Combatant Commanders:

(1) The commander of a combatant command is responsible to the
President and to the Secretary of Defense for the performance of missions
assigned to that command by the President or by the Secretary with the
approval of the President.

(2) Subject to the direction of the President, the commander of a combatant
command:

(A) performs his duties under the authority, direction, and control of the
Secretary of Defense: and

(B) is directly responsible to the Secretary for the preparedness of the
command to carry out missions assigned to the command.

Joint Operation
Planning &
Execution System
(JOPES)

CINCs’ OPLANSs
and TEPs
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Appendix 3
Service Resource Allocation Processes

Introduction

Purpose

The purpose of this Appendix is to provide an overview of the services resource dlocation
processes used to develop their respective programs (POMs). We will focus on the planning and
programming aspects of these processes with a generd review of the budgeting phase in this
introduction section. After areview of DoD’s Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System and a
generd overview of the common aspects of the services processes, we will examine some of the
specific planning and programming activities of each service:

Section A: U.S. Navy

Section B: U.S. Marine Corps
Section C: U.S. Army

Section D: U.S. Air Force
SctionE: U.S. SOCOM

Review of DoD’s Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System (PPBYS)

The purpose of the PPBS is to provide the optima mix of forces, equipment, and support
within fisca condraints. The output of the planning phase is the Secretary of Defense's (SecDef)
guidance to the organizations within the Department of Defense (DoD) that are required to submit
programs (Program Objective Memoranda—POMS). Each of the Military Departments (services),
defense agencies, and U.S. Speciad Operations Command develop a POM that is submitted to the
SecDef for review and consolidetion into an overal defense program (Future-Years Defense
Program—FYDP). This integrated defense program projects DoD requirements over SiX years.
Each of the services has its own process to develop its POMs. Though each employs unique
procedures and produces documents with different titles, they al have planning, programming, and
budgeting phases that run concurrently with the DoD’s PPBS. Figure A-3-1 provides areview of
the activities included in the three phases of the PPBS.
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POMs

(Services)

CPA
(cJcs)

(DepSecDef)

Cycle Review

OSD
(350

BESs
(Services)

MBI Session
(SecDef & CJCS)

PBDs
(DepSecDef)

FYDP,
DoD’s Budget

President’s Budget
Submitted to Congress

Figure A-3-1. Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System

BESs: Budget Estimate Submissions JSPS:  Joint Strategic Planning System

CJCS: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff MBI: Major Budget Issues

CPA: Chairman’s Program Assessment OMB Office of Budget & Management

CPR: Chairman’s Program Recommendation OSsD: Office of the Secretary of Defense

DoD: Department of Defense PBDs: Program Budget Decisions

DPG: Defense Planning Guidance PDMs: Program Decision Memoranda

DRB: Defense Resources Board POMs: Program Objective Memoranda

EYDP:  Future-Years Defense Program PPBS: Planning, Programming, & Budgeting System
QDR: Quadrennial Defense Review

General Aspects of Service Planning

The following presents the “common ground” shared by the POM development processes,
and shows how they interact with other components of the resource alocation process. Figure A-3-
2 illudrates the generd aspect of the planning phase of POM devel opment.
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Figure A-3-2. Planning Phase | nteraction

Figure A-3-2 indicates the planning progresses from the top to the bottom of the diagram.
Thisis generdly true, but you should redize that planning throughout DoD is a continuous, iterative
process. It is aso important to note that there is Sgnificant interaction and concurrency among the
various organizations and planning processes.

General Aspects of Service Programming

An output of the planning effort is guidance that trandaes vison, current Srategy,
operationa concepts, and planning objectives into a balanced DoD program that will field the forces
and capabilities necessary to meet near-term requirements and prepare for long-term objectives.
The SecDef’s guidance comes out as the Defense Planning Guidance and the service secretaries
and service chiefs issue more specific guidance to ther service programmers. This guidance
commences the programming effort that adjusts the service programs to meet the stated priorities.
Figure A-3-3 shows the generd aspects of these programming efforts.
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Figure A-3-3. Programming Phase I nteraction

General Aspects of Service Budgeting

The outcome of the programming phase is gpproved service programs. In the budgeting
phase of the process, the services convert the first two years of these program decisions into budget
estimates that are submitted for SecDef review and approva. Once the services closgly examine
their gpproved programs for consstency, accuracy, and feashility, they convert the programs into

the budget data used by Congress for authorization and appropriations. Figure A-3-4 illugtrates the
generd aspect of DoD’ s budgeting activities.
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Figure A-3-4. Budgeting Phase Interaction

Before you proceed to the individua services resource alocation processes, keep in mind
that the PPBS is a cyclic process, and each year's program development is largely based on the
efforts of the previous years of planning and programming. The sarvices are closdly involved in al
agpects of resource planning and have a strong sense of forthcoming guidance. This alows them to
do much of their programming and budgeting work in advance of “officid” guidance.
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Section A
U.S. Navy

The U.S. Navy refers to its resource alocation process as the Navy's Planning,
Progranming, and Budgeting System (PPBS)." It follows the same procedural concepts that
underpin DoD’s PPBS. This system functions to define the Nava missions that support the National
Security Strategy and Nationd Military Strategy, identify the needs to accomplish these missions,
and allocate the resources to meet those needs. It produces a redlistic and responsible department-
wide plan and a viable budget to support that plan.

In August 2000, the Chief of Nava Operations (CNO) announced a redignment of the
OPNAV? g&ff in order to better define and meet Navy requirements. The mgjor effect of the
redignment on Navy resource alocation focuses on separating requirements from resources to
generate beneficia friction in the Navy PPBS process. It dso established an OPNAV organization
with a Navy-wide corporate perspective, which provides independent analysis and advice to the
CNO/Vice CNO (VCNO). Centra to the Navy’s resource alocation process are two OPNAV
organizations, Warfare Requirements and Programs Directorate (N7) and the Resources,
Requirements, and Assessments Directorate (N8). Figure A-3-5 showsthe organization of N7 and
figure A-3-6 shows the organization of N8.

N7
DCNO
Warfare Requirements & Programs

N70 N71
Warfare Integration Missile Defense

I I i
N74 N76 N78
Anti- Surface Air

Submarine Warfare Warfare

Warfare

N75 N77 N79
Expeditionary Submarine Training
Warfare Warfare

Fiaure A-3-5. N7 Warfare Reauirements and Proarams Directorate

' The Navy is currently implementing changesto its process for allocating resources. The information presented in this
section was collected from various briefs and interviews. Additional information may be obtained from the Navy
Headquarters site http://www.hq.navy.mil or from the N80 PPBS tutorial located at http:/www/hg.navy.mil/cno/n8/n80.

2 OPNAYV isthe acronym used for the Chief of Naval Operations' when referring to his Staff.
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N8
DCNO
Resour ces, Requirements & Assessments

N8QDR
| |
N80 N81 N82
Programming Assessments Fiscal
M anagement
N83
CINC |- N89
Liaison Special
Programs
DONPIC FMB

Figure A-3-6. N8 Resources, Requirements, and Assessments Directorate

During the planning phase, N81 works in conjunction with N3/N5 (Pans, Policy, and
Operations Directorate), N7, the Department of the Navy’s (DoN'’s) Office of Program Appraisa,
and the Marine Corps Deputy Commandant, Policy, and Operations to develop programming
guidance. N7 also submits program proposals to N8 for Navy's POM development. N80
coordinates the programming effort with the resource sponsors (N71, N61, N74, N75, N76, N77,
N78, and N79). N82 is involved with the programming effort to ensure the recommended program
fals within fisca condraints (the Navy's Total Obligationd Authority — TOA). During the budgeting
phase, N82 works with DoN’s Comptroller to develop budget estimates and adjust the budget as
necessary during DoD’ s budget review process.

Navy Planning

The purpose of Navy planning is to assess the strategic and resource environments, develop
Integrated Warfare Architectures (IWARs), and develop strategy and policy for force planning
guidance. The output of this planning effort is guidance for program development. The generd
aspect of the Navy planning activitiesis shown in Figure A-3-7.
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Figure A-3-7. Navy Planning Activities

Navy planning has developed the strategic nava concept, “Forward. ..From the Sea” This
concept is intended to transition the Naval Service (Navy and Marine Corps) into the 21% Century.
From this drategic vison and subordinate operationa concepts, the Chief of Nava Operations
(CNO) develops his Strategic Planning Guidance (CSPG) and Long Range Planning Objectives
(LRPOs). These concepts connect to the nava capabilities needed to achieve srategic and
operationa objectives. The Integrated Warfare Architecture (IWAR) is developed from the
grategic vison, CSPG, and LRPO. The IWAR has the following characteristics:

Focuses on warfare cagpabiilities versus systems or platforms
Cost congtrained (stays within the Navy’s TOA)

Provides linkage across the Navy’s drategic vison, threat assessment, and
programs

Trandates vison into guidance for acquisition

Provides the foundation for resource decisons
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The IWAR dgructure is illugtrated in Figure A-3-8. The architecture is comprised of five
warfare areas. Sea Dominance, Power Projection, Deterrence, Air Dominance, and
Information Superiority. Each warfare IWARS is supported by seven support IWARS.
Sustainment, Infrastructure, Manpower and Personnd, Readiness, Training and Educetion,
Technology, and Force Structure.

Navy Integrated Warfare Architecture = TOA $

Sea Dominance Power Projection
Information Superiority
Sensors _ _
Deterrence Air Dominance
r\_/ \/T
Manpower Training Force
Sustai t Infrastruct & Readi & Technol
ustainmen nirastructure Persannel eaainess Education echnology Structure

Figure A-3-8. Navy | ntegrated Warfare Architecture Structure

Core working groups from N81 assess each of the five warfare areas and the seven support
aress. Other personne from throughout the Navy Staff and other Navy and Marine Corps
organizations augment these core groups. The integrated team approach alows for broad and
comprehensive capability andyss of each wafae and support area The results of these
assessments are published in CNO Program Analys's Memoranda (CPAMS), one for each of the
twelve IWARs. These CPAMSs provide a balanced program across their specific capability arees.
N81 assesses and consolidates the twelve CPAMS into an integrated program, ensuring it is
balanced across the entire architecture and is within the Navy’s TOA. N81 identifies the trade- offs,
develops aternatives within the program, and forwards this integrated program as the Summary
CPAM to the Navy Resources Board®. Figure A-3-9 shows the CNO/VCNO — led decision
making process.

3 N70 is aso involved in assessing and integrating Battle Force capabilities across warfare areas and platforms. Since this
organization is till under development, additional information will be posted on the Navy Headquarters website as it
becomes available.
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Resources/Policy Requirements

Figure A-3-9. CNO/VCNO-led Decision Making Process

CEB: CNO Executive Board provides an orderly coherent flow of information and
advice to CNO/VCNO for decisions on key issues.

NROC: Navy Requirements Oversight Council reviews requirements (warfare, support
& readiness) issues of Navy equity; provide oversight on JROC related issues of
importance to the Navy.

IR2B/R2B: Integrated Resource Review Board/ Resource Review Board is the focd
point for reviewing resource issuesin PPBS. Forum for DON-related PPBS issues. The
Resources Review Board is the same as the IR2B without Assstant SecNav and
Marine Corps representatives in attendance.

NRB: Navy Review Board is a two star board for reviewing resource (N80 chair) or
requirements (N81 chair) issues prior to 3 or 4 star forum.

Navy Requirements Generation & Resource Planning®

Beginning with the POM-04 build, CNO approved a modification to the Navy's PPBS to
focus on capability-driven warfighting requirements. This modification placesincreased emphasison
capabilities required for ddivery on a Battle Force vice Platform leve. It dso provides the Navy
with an enhanced ability to better communicate a long-term warfighting vison with attendant
procurement, force structure, and capability via gpplication of anayss both within and beyond

4 CNO, Alignment and Responsibility of Navy Requirements Generation and Resource Planning, OPNAVINST 3050.23, 5
Nov 2001. This CNO instruction outlines the modifications to the Navy's PPBS as described in this paragraph.
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programming Fiscd Year Defense Plans (FYDPs). To accomplish this modification DCNO (N7)
has been tasked with establishing the Battle Force Capability Assessment and Programming
Process (BCAPP). Under BCAPP, force programs will be defined in terms of application to
mission capabilities and grouped into associated misson capabilities packages (MCPs). MCPs
sarve as the primary mechanism used to identify the current basdline of capabilities and to accurately
forecast cgpability evolution based on defined assumptions. They dso conditute the eements to
a5 in planning and programming integrated systems capabilities as identified in Joint and Navy
Srategies.

Integration across MCPs will be assessed through the development of an affordable long-
range nava warfare Integrated Strategic Capability Plan (ISCP) that will become the Navy's
"warfare invesment srategy” for programming operationd capabilities.  This document will be
developed by DCNO (N7) and presented through the NROC and CEB prior to the start of the
CNO Program Andyss Memorandum (CPAM) ddiberations to promote like assumptions and
commondity in the warfighting invesment srategy.

Navy Programming

The purpose of Navy programming activities is to trandate the cgpability architecture
developed during the planning phase into definitive programs. N80 manages the programming effort
with assstance from N81 (program assessment) and N82 (fiscd management). The SecDef's
Defense Planning Guidance and Fiscd Guidance are trandated and refined into more specific
guidance from Navy senior leadership, through N80 and N7 to the resource sponsors (N74: Anti-
submarine Warfare, N75. Expeditionary Warfare, N76. Surface Warfare, N77: Submarine
Warfare, N78: Air Warfare, and N79: Nava Training and Education). The resource sponsors
develop Sponsor Program Proposas (SPPs) that support Navy objectives, address the needs of
the unified commanders (Integrated Priority Lists) and the Navy clamants (Navy CINCs), and are
within their shares of the Navy TOA.

The Director, Warfare Integration and Assessments (N70) will coordinate inputs from the
Capability Sponsors (N70: Theater Air Missle Defense [TAMD]; N70: Time Criticd Targeting
[TCT]; N70: Homeland Security; N0O96: Navigation; N74: Undersea Warfare [USW]; N2
Intelligence, Survelllance, and Reconnaissance [I1SR]; and N61 Battle Force Command and Control
[BFC2]) and the Resource Sponsors, MCPs (in the form of the ISCP) and SPPs respectively, to
develop the Integrated Sponsor Program Proposal (I1SPP). The I1SPP will be approved by DCNO
(N7) and presented to DCNO (N8) as a consolidated programming proposal that will integrate all
N& warfare areas wthin a specific Programn Review (PR) or Program Objective Memorandum
(POM) build with incorporation of guidance issued and balanced within DCNO (N8) contrals. The
PR or POM build is forwarded to the NRB for further review and adjustment. The CNO
Executive Board (CEB) conducts the next review before the CNO and CMC make their decisons
that lead to the Tentative POM (T-POM). The Department of the Navy (DoN) Program Strategy
Board (DPSB) conducts a fina review before the SecNav approves and forwards the Navy’'s
POM to the SecDef. Figure A-3-10 shows some of the specifics of the Navy programming
activities.
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Figure A-3-10. Navy Programming Activities

Refer to Figure A-3-3 on page A-3-4 to review how the Navy’'s programming activities
interact within DoD’ s Programming Phase of the PPBS.
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Section B
U.S. Marine Corps

Marine Corps Planning

Marine Corps planning proceeds from the strategic naval concept, “ Forward...From the
Sea” Derived from this strategic concept is the operationa concept, Operational Maneuver From
the Sea (OMFTS). With these as a foundation, the Commandant of the Marine Corps develops his
planning guidance (Commandant’s Planning Guidance - CPG) that provides strategic direction for
the Corps. The CPG is the bass for developing the Marine Corps Master Plan (MCMP) that
provides:

Long-range concepts, capabilities, and goads consdered essentid to accomplish the
Marine Corps mission 20-30 yearsinto the future.

Mid-range direction (2- 10 years out) for developing programs and budgets.

The MCMP aticulates the Marine Corps operationa requirements in the areas of doctrine,
organization, training and education, equipment, and facilities and support. This plan directly links
operationd planning to programming for new equipment and wegpon systems initiatives. The
MCMP guides the programming and budgeting of the PPBS in order to achieve the forces and
capabilities required by the Fleet Marine Forces.

The Marine Corps uses the Combat Development Process (CDP) to determine battlefied
requirements and provide the resources necessary to produce combat ready Marine Air-Ground
Task Forces (MAGTFs).> One of the key components of the CDP is the Concept Based
Reguirements System (CBRYS) that develops operationa, functional, and tactical concepts that lead
to the development of combat capabilities. It employs a planned gpproach that compares current
doctrine, tactics, techniques, procedures, equipment, and support to nationa policy and drategy,
and projections of future threats and technologica advances. In addition to the Commandant’s
Planning Guidance and the MCMP, guidance for combat development comes from various DoD
documents such asthe Nationd Military Strategy, Joint Vision, and the Defense Planning Guidance.

During each planning, programming, and budgeting cycle, this planning effort is digtilled into
specific programming guidance that is used to develop the current POM.

The generd aspect of the U.S. Marine Corps planning activities is shown in Figure A-3-11.

® U.S. Marine Corps, Marine Corps Combat Development Process (CDP), MCO P3900.15 (Washington, DC: 10 May
1993, http://www.usmc.mil/directiv.nsf/web+orders). This Marine Corps Order establishes the Combat Development
Process employed by the Marine Corps to identify, obtain, and support necessary combat capabilities.
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Figure A-3-11. Marine Corps Planning Activities

Marine Cor ps Programming

The unique status as one of two services within one Military Department is sgnificant in
shaping the Marine Corps resource dlocation process. The Marine Corps POM is incorporated
into the DoN POM.

The Marine Corps resource alocation process is closdy tied to that of the Navy. The
Navy is given a Totd Obligationd Authority (TOA) or “topling’ in the SecDef’s Fiscal Guidance
that is then alocated between the Navy and the Marine Corps. Currently the Marine Corps
receives gpproximately 14% of the totad Navy TOA. This 14% istermed “green dollars’ and is left
up to the Marine Corps to alocate for its programs. Other Navy funds support Marine aviation and
certain amphibious programs (“blue-in-support-of-green”). These dollars condtitute another 6% of
the Navy’'s TOA. Certain portions of the Navy’s TOA are programmed unilaterally (Navy: blue
dollars, and Marine Corps. green dollars). Other portions are programmed jointly (blue-in-support-
of-green). The Marine Corps does not ignore blue dollars because a significant amount goes toward
programs that have direct impact on the Corps, such as amphibious shipping and landing craft. The
practica effect of these split responsihilities is that the Marine Corps programming decisons are
condantly being made in two different, interactive processes. Close and continuous coordination
throughout the development of programs and budgets is criticd. In the end, the Secretary of the
Navy submits one consolidated POM to the Secretary of Defense.

Once the Marine Corps TOA is determined, the Deputy Commandant for Programs and
Resources determines the core funding level. This identifies programs that do not require re-

A-3-14



evaduation during each POM cycle, such as manpower costs, stable investments, and other “cost-
of-doing-business’ programs (the “above core” portion of the TOA could be consdered the
Marine Corps discretionary spending). Once the core is established and top-down guidance is
provided, aseries of programming forums assess new initiatives and refine recommendations.

At the front end of this progression, the Program Eva uation Groups (PEGS) begin assessng
the benefit of “above-core’ initiatives and issues. There are Sx PEGs, five of which are organized by
appropriation categories: (the sxth PEG ded s with “blue-in-support-of-green” programs)

Manpower (Personnel)

Operations and Maintenance

Investment (Research & Development and Procurement)
Family Housng

Military Congtruction

The PEGs collect initiatives from the operationd forces, the Marine Corps Warfighting Lab,
and other organizations. The PEGs evduate these initigtives againgt prioritized requirements ligs
generated by the Concept-Based Requirements System (CBRS). The PEGs do their work without
fiscd condraints; it is not their responghility to forward fiscally compliant recommendations. They
congder the full range of initiatives and prioritize them in terms of benefit to the overadl misson. Each
of the PEGs forwards a prioritized list of programs (specific to their gppropriation category) to the
POM Working Group (PWG).

The PWG consolidates, assesses, and prioritizes the recommendations from the PEGs.
Unlike the PEGs, the PWG must consder affordability and produce a recommended program that
iswithin the Marine Corps TOA.

The PWG forwards its recommendations to the Marine Corps Program Review Group
(PRG). The PRG reviews program issues identified by the PWG and resolves dl but the mgor
issues. Once the PRG has ensured that the program is baanced, it forwards the recommended
program to the Marine Requirements Oversight Council (MROC) that is chaired by the Assstant
Commandant. Once approved, the MROC briefs the program to the Commandant and with his
approval, the Marine Corps POM is ddivered to SecNav for gpprova and incluson in the DoN
POM .

The process described above functions to trandate the broader choices made during the
planning phase, into detalled packages of capability objectives that are badanced and fiscdly
achievable (the Marine Corps POM). Figure A-3-12 summarizes the Marine Corps  programming
process.
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Marine Requirements
Oversight Council

(MROC) Tentative
Proaram koo
Review POM
Group (PRG) Combined with
ok Navy POM

POM
Workina

Group (PWG)
(LtCol/ Col)

- Resolves remaining issues
- Makes final programming decisions

- Approves and forwards T- POM

Program
Evaluation - Assesses Warfighting Capabilities
Groups (PEGS) - Reviews Program Issues

- Assesses Program Balance
(I\/Iaj/LtCoI) - Provides Guidance

- Recommends Program (Draft POM)

- Reviews current Program / Identifies deficiencies

- Prioritizes initiatives (merges PEG outputs)

- Develops alternatives

- Assesses affordability (to ensure fiscally compliant recommendations)
- Produces draft Program for review by PRG/MROC

- Identifies issues for PRG/MROC resolution

- Each PEG evaluates initiatives that pertains to its appropriation category
- All PEGS use systematic approach (Analysis + Judgment)

- Each PEG produces prioritize list of initiatives according to Benefit Value
- Each PEG provides recommendations to PWG

Figure A-3-12. Marine Corps Programming Activities

Refer to Figure A-3-10 on page A-3-12 to review how the Marine Corps Tentative POM
isincorporated into the DoN POM.
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Section C
U.S. Army

The U.S. Army’s Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution Sysem (PPBES)
develops and maintains the Army portion of the defense program and budget.’ The PPBES is
designed to build a detailed and baanced plan in which the Army budget flows from programs,
programs from requirements, requirements from missons, and missons from the nationa security
objectives. The Assstant Secretary of the Army (Financid Management and Comptroller) oversees
the PPBES.

Army Planning

The Deputy Chief of Staff of Operation and Plans manages the planning phase of the PPBES
through the Army Planning System (APS). The output of the APS is The Army Plan (TAP) that
contains guidance for program and budget development. The TAP is developed in three stand-alone
sections:

The Army Strategic Planning Guidance (Section I). The ASPG rdates Army planning to
national, OSD, and Joint gtrategic guidance. It dso amplifies the vison for the future Army
(currently articulated in Army Vision 2010) and helps trandate this vison into tangible gods
and drategies to obtain the capabilities to meet future requirements. The planning window of
the ASPG is 25 years.

The Army’s Planning Guidance (Section Il). The APG provides guidance for the
development of capabilities-based misson and functiond plans and the dlocation of
resources to carry out these plans. The APG covers a mid-term planning window of the
next Sx-year program (POM) plus ten additiond years.

The Army’s Planning Guidance Memorandum (Section I11). The APGM relates operationa
tasks and their associated resources to Army Title 10 functions. The APGM addresses the
near-term planning window and provides guidance for the development of the upcoming
POM.

The senior Army leadership develops The Army Plan in conjunction with the output from the
Requirements Determination Process (RPD) that determines and prioritizes battlefield capabilities
required by the Army. Based on this determination the Army Modernization Plan (AMP) outlines
the vison for modernizing the future force and a strategy for near-to-midterm force development
and long-term evolution. The AMP provides the foundation for developing the Army’s Research,
Development, and Acquisition Plan (RDAP).

® How the Army Runs: A Senior Leader Reference Handbook (2001-2002), (Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War College,
15 May 2001, Chapter 9). This publication is available On the Army War College website: http://carlisle-www.army.
mil/usawc).
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The RDAP is a fifteen-year plan for developing and producing technologies and materiel to
support Army modernization. This plan converts materia requirements from an unconstrained
planning environment to a balanced program that is both technically and fiscdly achievable. The
generd aspect of the U.S. Army planning activities is shown in Figure A-3-13.
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Figure A-3-13. Army Planning Activities

Army Integrated Programming and Budgeting

The Assgant Secretary of the Army for Financia Management and Comptroller (ASA
[FM&C]) and the Army’ s Director of Program Analysis and Evauation (DPAE) jointly manage the
integrated programming and budgeting phase of the PPBES. This phase trandates planning
decisions from senior leadership and requirements stated by operating commands and acquidtion
managers into a comprehensive dlocation of forces, manpower, and funds. The budget managers
work closely with the programmers to ensure program decision are properly costed and can be
defended during budget reviews. This integrated process uses a series of programming and
budgeting forums where program initiatives are assessed and recommendations are refined through
a progressive leve of officers with functiona area expertise upward through the Army’s senior
leadership. As the emerging program proceeds through this process, each forum agpplies the
guidance published in TAP. The ASA (FM&C) and the DPAE aso provide the Secretary of the
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Army (SA) and the Chief of Staff of the Army (CSA) with independent assessments of program
dternatives and priorities.

The Army uses Management Decision Packages (MDEPS) as a management tool to define
program requirements by mission, function, or other program objectives. The MDEPs describe the
capabilities programmed over a nine-year period. Collectively, the MDEPs account for dl Army
resources. Each of the MDEPs is assgned to one of the sx Program Evauation Groups (PEGS)
and each PEG is respongble to manage its assgned MDEPs. The six PEGs are digned to Title 10
functions Manning, Training, Organizing, Equipping, Sustaining, and Ingalations.

The Mgor Army Commands (MACOMSs) and acquisition program managers develop and
submit programs that are first reviewed by the PEGs. The PEGS assessments include consideration
of:

The guidance provided in TAP

The unified commands' Integrated Priority Ligts

TOA guidance

Assgned MDEPs

New initiatives
Based on these assessments, the PEGs build programs for their assgned Title 10 function, ensuring
the programs are balanced, executable over time, and affordable.

The Planning Program Budget Committee (PPBC) is co-chaired by the Assstant Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (ADCSOPS), DPAE, and the Deputy Assistant Secretary
of the Army for Budget (each presiding depending on the issue under consderation). The PPBC
provides a continuing forum in which program and budget managers review, adjust, and recommend
courses of action on relevant issues. This forum is supported by the Council of Colonds that
packages proposals, frames issues, and coordinates matters that come before the PPBC. The
PPBC reviews the programs forwarded from the PEGs, makes adjustments, and forwards its
recommendations to the Senior Review Group (SRG) or Army Resources Board (ARB) for their
review and approvd.

When the PPBC is unable to resolve issues involving unresourced programs or proposes
trade-offs that result in program decrements, these issued are reviewed and resolved by the Senior
Review Group (SRG), co-chaired by the Under Secretary of the Army and the Vice Chief of Staff
of the Army. The SRG sarves as the centrd council for coordinating Army policy, PPBES, and
other issues requiring ARB action. The SRG provides recommendations to the ARB regarding
prioritization of program and resource dlocation dternatives.

The ARB, as the Army’s senior resources forum, reviews the recommended program,
resolves the remaining issues, and forwards the Army’s POM and budget submission to OSD for
review. The Secretary of the Army chairs the ARB. The Chief of Staff of the Army is the vice-
chairman. Figure A-3-14 summarizes the Army’ s integrated programming and budgeting process.
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Figure A-3-14. Army Programming Activities

Refer to Figure A-3-3 on page A-3-4 to review how the Army’s programming activities
interact within DoD’ s Programming Phase of the PPBS.
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Section D
U.S. Air Force

The Air Force Resource Allocation Process (RAP) functions to develop an Air Force
program that achieves the defense objectives established by the Nationd Command Authority. The
RAP integrates operationa requirements with projected fisca, manpower, and materia resources.
The process seeks to achieve a balance between near-term readiness and long-term modernizetion
needs.’

The Air Force's uses a cross-functiond gpproach in its organization for executing the RAP.
This approach alows for an open assessment process that keeps al of the participants involved
throughout the process. With initid top-down guidance, the Air Force program is developed from
the bottom, up through successive levels of the corporate structure. Each level is organized to
maximize the effectiveness of cross-functiona expertise. Figure A-3-15 shows the organization and
function of the Air Force Corporate Structure (AFCS).

Corporate Review Structure

Functional Organizations SECAF/CSAF

XO AQ IL SC DP SN FM XP.. «— Air Force Council
A A 4 A A A A
| | «— Air ForceBoard
| | «— Air Force Group

| | «—— Panels

"VVVVVVV{T

Integrated Process Teams
Major Commands ’

Field Operating Agencies
Direct Reporting Units

Figure A-3-15. Air Force Organization for Resource Allocation

" U.S. Air Force, DCS Plans and Programs, Program Integration, The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS)
& The Air Force Corporate Sructure (AFCS: Primer, (Washington, DC: July 2000 http://www.
xp.hg.af.mil/X PP/training/ppbsprimer/0199%20PPBS-AFCS%20Primer.doc). This Primer describes how the Air Force
implements DoD’s Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System. Many of the phrases and descriptions used in this
section are from this source document.
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Air Force Planning

The purpose of Air Force drategic planning is to integrate the programming process with
the Air Force' s long-range vison. To begin this effort, the Secretary of the Air Force and the Chief
of Staff of the Air Force publish the Air Force Strategic Vidon. The current Vison, Global
Vigilance, Reach, & Power: America's Air Force Vision 20208 is based on Joint Vision 2010
and the Nationd Military Strategy. On the basis of the Air Force Strategic Vision, the Director of
Pans develops and publishes the Air Force Strategic Plan (AFSP). This plan implements the
Strategic Vison, provides drategic direction and front-end guidance to Air Force planners, and
provides top-down guidance and dignment for the Mgor Command (MAJCOM) strategic plans.
The AFSP conssts of four volumes:

Volume 1. Future Security Environments and Key Planning Assumptions

Volume 2: Air Force Misson Performance Plan (provides near-term gods, objectives,
and performance metrics)

Volume 3: Air Force Long-Range Planning Guidance (provides planning objectives and
priorities for capabilities devel opment)

The Modernization Planning Process (MPP) executes the AFSP and functions to ensure the
Air Force has the capabilities necessary to accomplish its misson over the next 25 years. The MPP
uses a “drategy-to-task-to- need- to-solution-to-technology” approach. The output of the process
shapes investments and guides changes to doctrine, tactics, training, and procedures.

The Annua Planning and Programming Guidance (APPG) bridges the srategic plan to the
Air Force program. The APPG provides focus for near and midterm planning and programming
efforts and long-term program development. The APPG includes both generd and specific guidance
that directly affects the next POM.

The generd aspects of Air Force planning areillugtrated in Figure A-3-16.

8 www.af.mil/vision/vision.dpf
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Figure A-3-16. Air Force Planning Activities

Air Force Programming

The programming phase begins with the deveopment of the APPG. The Air Force
continues to use its Air Force Corporate Structure (AFCS) to match available resources with
vaidated requirements to achieve a balanced program.

Based on guidance generated in the planning phase, the Air Force Totd Obligation
Authority (TOA) is divided among the Mgor Commands, Field Operating Agencies, and Direct
Reporting Units. This gives each mgjor organization more say in the programming phase and dlows
them to adjust their programs as long as their top-line budget doesn't exceed ther fiscd limitation.
The Integrated Product Teams (IPTs) assess these budgets, bringing a multifunctional, cross- saff
perspective to bear on the issues and recommendations.

The IPTs forward their recommendations and unresolved issues to the gppropriate Mission
or Mission Support Pand. There are five Misson Pands (Air Superiority, Globd Attack, Global
Mohbility, Space Superiority, and Information Superiority) and nine Misson Support Panels. These
Panels serve as the initid point of entry into the corporate review process. They continue to develop
program issues with a focus on their respective misson or misson support aress. The Panels
develop options for presentation to the Air Force Group (AFG).

The AFG (chaired by the Deputy Director of Programs) exercises oversght and provides
guidance to the Pandls and IPTs. It reviews the issues and recommendation presented by the IPTs
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and Pands, develops the overdl integrated Air Force program, and provides more senior-leve
resolution of program issues prior to review by the Air Force Board (AFB).

The AFB directs the focus of the AFG in resolving issues and provides generd officer-leve
oversight of programming activities. The Director of Programs chairs the AFB and coordinates the
refinement of the integrated programs for submission to the Air Force Council (AFC).

The AFC (chaired by Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force) is the find forum in the
corporate sructure. After find review and resolution of remaining issues, the AFC makes its
recommendations to the Secretary and Chief of Staff of the Air Force. Once the program is
approved, the Air Force POM is submitted for OSD review. Refer to Figure A-3-3 on page A-3-4
to review how the Air Force programming activities interact within DoD’s Programming Phase of
the PPBS.
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Section E
U.S. Special Operations Command

The U. S. Speciad Operations Command is unique among unified CINCs because it has
authority to build a POM for programs contained in MFP-11, the Special Operations Forces Major
Force Program. In addition, its components can submit input for service-common support items as
input to their respective service POMs.

SOCOM Planning
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Figure A-3-17 SOCOM Strategic Planning Process (SPP)

The SOCOM Strategic Planning Process (SPP) employs a drategy-to-task assessment
model (see Figure A-3-17) to provide the andyticd underpinning for program prioritization and
resourcing. It draws on the law, NSS, NMS, JSPS, DPG, intelligence threst, strategic environment,
technologica advances, current programs and lessons learned to define capability requirements. The
find result is the Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG). The entire process is overseen by the
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USSOCOM Board of Directors (BOD), made up of the CINC, Assstant Secretary of Defense for
Specia Operations/Low Intensity Conflict, JSOC Commander, and the service component heads.

The gstarting point for developing the SPG is the Basdline Capatiilities List (BCL), and the
core tasks of drike, engagement, mobility, C4l, and support. The BCL reflects the capabilities in
terms of the tasks SOF can execute as of the year prior to the first year of the POM. The core
tasks are linked to, and prioritized in accordance with, the NMS by the BOD. In addition, a
Required Capabilities List (RCL) is derived from various inputs including CINC requirements and
MAAs.

With the arrivd of the Illugtrative Planning Scenarios of the DPG, SOCOM dtarts andytica
efforts to derive SOP-gpecific missons and tasks, and produces SOF-specific IPSs. These facilitate
MAAS to determine requirements or deficiencies. Next, a series of seminars use these reaults to
update the RCL. With approva of the SPG by the BOD, Assessment Directors (AD) conduct
capabilities assessments to produce a prioritized RCL (P-RCL). There is an AD for each of
SOCOM's core tasks. After the BOD prioritizes and establishes direct relationships between core
tasks and the components of the NMS, ADs work on essentiad and supporting tasks with a direct
link to the NM S as well, and weigh each according to the strength of this rdaionship (Fig A-3-17,
steps 1-4). With gpprova of the P-RCL by the BOD, planning moves into the program assessment
phase.

(Fig. A-3-17, steps 5-8). Using the RRCL, ADs determine the optima force structure,
identify imbaances within functiona areas, and develop DOTML solution sets within a wide range
of condraints. Program assessments result in a recommended Objective Force and a prioritized list
of al MFP-11 programs caled the Capability Based Program List (CBPL).

The first step in this process is to compare the BCL (what the SOF can do now) to the P-
RCL (what it would need to do to carry out al core tasks). This leads to an initid force proposal
that smultaneoudy dlows the accomplishment of al missonsin dl scenarios, with minimum risk or
condraints. This is the Risk Evauation Force (REF). ADs then gpply congraints and conduct
comparative, trade-off, and risk andyss to produce the Objective Force. After identifying the
Objective Force, eech AD compares al programs within their assessment area to the P-RCL to
determine if a direct rdationship exigs. With relaionships verified, the ADs assess the relative
importance of the program to the required capability and assign a numerica vaue of 9/3/1/0. The
aggregate of these values establishes a rdative priority for each program within the assessment area.
All are mathematically combined to produce the CBPL. Figure A-3-18 below shows the evolution
of the Program Force.
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Figure A-3-18 Evolution of the Program Force

Programming

With the arrivdl of OSD fiscal guidance, resource condtraints are applied to produce a
BOD-approved Resource Congrained Capability Based Program List (RC-CBPL), the Program
Force, and the MFP-11 POM. This must be coordinated with the services, as SOCOM can only
program for gpecia operations-unique capabilities, and must rely on service support for manpower,
platforms, and interoperability support, to name a few. This process occurs Smultaneoudy with

many of the planning activities described above.
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Appendix 4
Glossary of Terms and Acronyms

Terms

The terms defined below are those used in this textbook. Y ou can find additional termsin the
Department of Defense Dictionary of Military Terms at http://mww.dtic.mil/ doctring/jel/doddict.

Advanced Concept Technology Demondgration (ACTD). A demonstration of mature technology
designed to bring technologists and operators together early in system development. ACTDs
have three principle objectives. to gain an operator’s understanding and evauation of the
military utility of new technology applications before committing to acquigtion; to develop
corresponding operational concepts and doctrine that teke full advantage of the new
capability; and to leave new, resdua capabilities with combatant forces.

Agency. Many people use this term very loosdly. Properly, it refers to a department, commission,
board, or other independent office in the Executive Branch of the government. However,
budget personnd use it when taking about subordinate organizaions that have the
responsibility for actual operations and the adminigtration of funds. They spesk of this as an
“operating” agency.

Allocation In budgeting, an officia piece of paper issued by service headquarters to a mgor
command or other operating agency. It is a funding document and represents cash that you
can commit and obligate.

Allotment. In budgeting, this is Smilar to an dlocation except that it is issued by a mgor command
or operating agency to its subordinate units.

Apportionment. This term has different meanings depending on the context in which used.

In budgeting, gpportionment is the regulation of the rate at which gppropriated funds can be
spent. The apportionment process is intended to spread out spending so that additiona
appropriation will not be required. Apportionment is the digribution by the Office of
Management and Budget of amounts available for obligation Apportionments are legdly
binding . . . spending above the amount gpportioned is cause for pressing legd charges.

In the Joint Operation Planning and Execution System, the apportionment is resources made
avalable to the commander of a unified or specified command for ddiberate planning.
Apportioned resources are used in the development of operation plans and may be more or
less than those alocated for execution planning or actua execution.

Appropriated Funds. This is obligationd authority made available by an Act of Congress
(appropriation) and distributed for use through the “ gpportionment-alocation” procedure.
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Appropriation Act. An Act of Congress that permits a department or other governmental agency to
obligate the U.S. Government to pay money for goods or services. By itsdf, the appropriation
does not cost the taxpayer a cent. Actually, the gppropriation condtitutes a hunting license for
the department to obtain an apportionment (see definition above), i.e, the adminidrative
authority for the department to enter into contracts or otherwise obligate the government. The
Treasury raises the money to meet expenditures, and expenditures take place only after there
has been performance againgt an obligation These are important distinctions. Appropriations
may last for different periods of time.

Appropriation Language. The published text of an appropriation act (Public Law) in which
Congress spdlls out the dollar amounts authorized and the purposes for which those funds can
be used.

Authorization Act. An act of Congress that establishes or continues the operation of a federd
program or agency ether for a specified period of time or indefinitdy; specifies its generd
gods and conduct; and usudly sets a celling on the amount of budget authority that can be
provided in an gppropriation An authorization for an agency or program is usualy required
before an gppropriation for that same agency or program can be passed.

Authorization Committee. A standing committee of the House or Senate with legidative jurisdiction
over the subject matter of those laws that establish or continue the operation of federd
programs or agencies.

Baanced Budget. A budget in which receipts are equal to or greater than outlays. (See also Budget
Deficit; Budget Surplus))

Bdligic Missle Defense Organization The Balistic Missle Defense Organization (BMDO), under
the authority, direction, and control of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and
Technology), is responsble for managing and directing DoD's Bdligic Missle Defense
acquigtion programs, which include theater missle defense and a nationa missile defense for
the United States. BMDO d<0 is responsible for the continuing research and development of
follow-on technologies that are rdevant for long-teerm bdlisic missle defense These
programs will build a technica foundation for evolutionary growth in future bdlisic missile
defenses. In developing these acquisition and technology programs, BMDO uitilizes the
savices of the Military Departments, the Department of Energy, private indudries, and
educationa and research indtitutions.

Budget. A planned program for afisca period of estimated cogts, obligations, and expenditures.

Budgeting. The process of trandating personned and technica resource requirements into
time-phased financia resources.

Budget Activity. A function or activity funded under an gppropriation category.

Budget Authority. Authority provided by law to enter into obligations that will result in immediate or
future outlays involving federa government funds, except that budget authority does not
include authority to ensure or guarantee the repayment of indebtedness incurred by another
person or government. The basic forms of budget authority are gppropriations, authority to
borrow, and contract authority. Budget authority may be classified by the period of availability
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(1 year, multiple-year, no-year), by the timing of Congressond action (current or permanent),
or by the manner of determining the amount available (definite or indefinite).

Budget Authorization (BA). A document representing an gpproved annud financia plan. This paper
shows the amount of funds you may plan on using to accomplish your job. It does not
authorize you to commit or obligate the government unlessit is accompanied by an dlocation.

Budget Cods. Coging used in budget submissons as disinguished from coging used in
programming documents, which are referred to as programming costs. Budget costs represent
the specific Totd Obligationa Authority requirements for fundsin a particular fisca period and
generdly represent a refinement of programming codts

Budget Cycle. That period of time necessary to formulate, review, present, and secure gpprova of
the fiscdl program for a gpecific ensuing period of time.

Budget Deficit. The amount by which budget outlays exceed budget receipts for agiven fisca year.
(See a'so Baanced Budget; Budget Surplus.)

Budget Edimate Submissons (BESs). Budget estimates prepared and submitted by DoD
components (services and defense agencies) and USSOCOM to the Secretary of Defense
based on the program as approved by the Program Decison Memoranda, economic
assumptions, pay and pricing policies, and Congressond adjustments. These estimates are
consolidated into the defense budget and reviewed by OSD and the Office of Management
and Budget to ensure congstency with fiscd guidance.

Budget Surplus. The amount by which budget receipts exceed budget outlays for a given
budget/fiscd year. (See dso Balanced Budget; Budget Deficit.)

Budget Year. This is the fiscd year covered by the budget estimate you are submitting. The term
budget year refers to that 12-month period, beginning each 1 October and ending 30
September of the following cdendar year, used by the federd government for accounting
purposes. It is frequently referred to by the letters BY . Similar fiscal year references are CY--
current year, FY--fisca year, and PY--past year.

Charman’s Guidance (CG). The CG furnishes guidance to the Joint Staff and information to the
Secretary of Defense, the commanders of the combatant commands, and the other members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding the framework for building the Joint VVison, the National
Military Strategy, and for delinesting prioritiesin the Joint Planning Document. It can be issued
as a part of the Joint Strategy Review (JSR) Annud Report, or published a any time during
the JSR process and not just as aresult of the Annua Report.

Chairman’s Program Assessment (CPA). The CPA asssts the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
in fulfilling his respongbility to advise the Secretary of Defense on how well the Program
Objective Memoranda (POMs) conform to established priorities. The CPA summarizes the
views of the Chairman on the balance and capabilities of the POM force and the support
levels required attaining U.S. national security objectives.

Chairman’s Program Recommendation (CPR). The Chairman’s persona memorandum containing
recommendations for Secretary of Defense consderation as the Defense Planning Guidance is
being compl eted.
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Charman’s Readiness System (CRS). Provides the CJICS the information necessary to fulfill his
Title 10 requirements to keep the Secretary of Defense and Congress informed of force
capabilities and deficiencies. This comprehendve system provides uniform policy and
procedures for reporting the ability of the U.S. military to fight and to meet the demands of the
Nationd Military Strategy. The CRSis designed to assess both unit and joint readiness.

Commitment. An accounting procedure in which funds are adminigtratively eermarked for something
to be bought in the near future. This procedure precedes obligation action and is normaly
based on firm procurement directives, requisitions, or orders.

Concurrent Budget Resolution A resolution passed by both houses of Congress, but not requiring
the sgnature of the President, setting forth, reaffirming, or revising the Congressona budget
for the U.S. Government for afiscd year.

Conference Action. Function of members of both the House of Representatives and the Senate in
joint sesson, to reconcile thelr differences so that a sngle bill can be recommended that will
gain the gpprova of both houses of Congress.

Congressond Budget. The budget as set forth by Congress in a concurrent resolution on the
budget. By law the resolution includes:

The gppropriate leve of total budget outlays and of tota new budget authority;

An edimate of budget outlays and new budget authority for each mgor functiond
category, for undistributed intergovernmental transactions, and for such other matters
relaing to the budget as may be appropriate to carry out the purposes of the 1974
Congressiond Budget and Impoundment Control Act;

The amount, if any, of the surplus or deficit in the budget;
The recommended level of federd receipts, and
The appropriate leve of the public debt.

Congant Dallars. The dollar vaue of goods and services adjusted for inflation. Constant dollars are
determined by dividing current dollars by an agppropriate price index, a process generaly
known as “deflating.” Congtant dollars are used to discount increases or decreases in prices
when comparing transactions over a period of time. (See Current Dallars.)

Contingency Planning Guidance (CPG). A document issued annualy by the Secretary of Defense.
The CPG contains the SecDef’ s guidance on developing thester engagement plans, to include
prioritized regiona objectives. The CPG dso contains guidance with regard to contingency
planning. The content of the CPG is reflected in the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan that
provides specific tasking to the CINCs sarvices, and defense agencies for accomplishing the
direction contained in the CPG.

Continuing Resolution Legidation enacted by Congress to provide budget authority for federa
agencies and/or specific activities to continue in operaion until the regular appropriations are
enacted. Continuing resolutions are enacted when action on gppropriations is not completed
by the beginning of afiscd year. The continuing resolution usudly specifies amaximum rate &
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which the obligations may be incurred, based on the rate of the prior year, the Presdent's
budget request, or an appropriation bill passed by ether or both houses of the Congress.

Coordinating Authority (CA). A Joint Staff director assigned responsibility for coordinating specific
Joint Vigon functions or activities. Desgnation as a CA grants authority to require
consultation, but not to compe agreement. CAs refer unresolved matters to the CICS.

Codt- Effectiveness Andlysis. An andytica technique used to choose the most efficient method for
achieving a program or policy goa. The codts of dterndtives are measured by ther requisite
esimated dollar expenditures. Effectiveness is defined by the degree of god attainment, and
may dso (but not necessarily) be measured in dollars. Either the net effectiveness
(effectiveness minus costs) or the cogt-€effectiveness ratios of aternatives are compared. The
most cost- effective method chosen may involve one or more aternatives.

The limited view of cods and effectiveness distinguishes this technique from codt-benefit
anayds, which encompasses society-wide impacts of aternatives.

Crigs Action Planning. The Joint Operation Planning and Execution System activity involving the
time-sengitive development of plans and ordersin response to an imminent crigs. Crisgs action
planning follows prescribed crisis action procedures to formulate and implement an effective
response within the timeframe permitted by the criss. Also cal CAP.

Crosswalk. Any procedure for expressing the relationship between budgetary data from one set of
classfications to another. Typicd crosswaks are (1) between appropriation accounts and
authorizing legidation, (2) between the budget functiona structure and the Congressiond
committee spending jurisdictions, and (3) between DoD programs and Congressond
appropriations.

Current Dallar. The dollar value of agood or service in terms of prices current at the time the good
or service was sold. Thisisin contrast to the value of the good or service in constant dollars.

Debt, Federa. There are three basic tabulations of federal debt: gross federa debt, debt held by the
public, and debts subject to satutory limit.

Gross Federa Debt. Consgts of public debt and agency debt, and includes dl public
and agency debt issues outstanding.

Public Debt. That portion of the federa debt incurred when the Treasury or the Federa
Financing Bank (FFB) borrows funds directly from the public or another fund or
account. To avoid double counting, FFB borrowing from the Treasury is not included in
the public debt. (The Treasury borrowing required to obtain the money to lend to the
FFB is dready part of the public debt.)

Agency Deht. That portion of the federd debt incurred when a federd agency, other
than the Treasury or FFB is authorized by law to borrow funds directly from the public
or another fund or account. To avoid double counting, agency borrowing from Treasury
or the FFB and federd fund advances to trust funds are not included in the federa debt.
(The Treasury or FFB borrowing required to obtain the money to lend to the agency is
dready part of the public debt.) Agency debt may be incurred by agencies within the
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federal budget (such as the Tennessee Vdley Authority) or by off-budget federa entities
(such as the Pogstd Service). Debt of government-sponsored, privately-owned
enterprises (such as the Federd National Mortgage Association) is not included in the
federal debt.

Debt Held by the Public. Part of the gross federa debt held by the public. (The Federa
Reserve System is included in “the public” for this purpose)) Debt held by government
trust funds (eg., Socia Security Trust Fund), revolving funds, and off-budget federa
entities is excluded from debt held by the public.

Debt Subject to Statutory Limit.As defined by the Second Liberty Bond Act of 1917,
as amended, it currently includes virtudly al public debt. However, only asmdl portion
of agency debtsisincluded in this tabulation of federd debt.

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency: The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA), under the authority, direction, and control of the Director for Defense Research
and Engineering, serves as the centrd research and development organization of the DoD with
a primary respongbility to maintain U.S. technologica superiority over potentid adversaries.
The DARPA pursues imaginative and innovative research and development projects offering
sgnificant military utility; manages and directs the conduct of basic and applied research and
development that exploits scientific breskthroughs and demondrates the feashility of
revolutionary approaches for improved cost and performance of advanced technology; and,
dimulates a greaster emphads on prototyping in defense systems by conducting prototype
projects that embody technology that might be incorporated in joint programs, programs in
support of deployed U.S. Forces (including the Unified Combatant Commands), or sdected
Military Department programs, and on request, asss the Military Departments in their own
prototyping programs.

Defense Commissary Agency: The Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA), under the authority,
direction, and control of the Assstant Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy) is
responsible for providing an efficient and effective worldwide system of commissaries for the
resde of groceries and household supplies at the lowest practicd price (consistent with
quality) to members of the Military Services, their families, and other authorized patrons, while
mantaining high standards for qudity, facilities, products, and service.

Defense Contract Audit Agency: The Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA), under the
authority, direction, and control of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), is
respongble for performing al contract audits for the Department of Defense, and providing
accounting and financid advisory services regarding contracts and subcontracts to al DoD
Components responsible for procurement and contract administration. These services are
provided in connection with negotiation, administration, and settlement of contracts and
subcontracts. DCAA aso provides contract audit services to other Government agencies, as
appropriate. Agencies.

Defense Finance and Accounting Service: The Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS),
under the authority, direction, and control of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), is
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responsble for standardizing financia and accounting information that will be accurae,
comprehensve, and timely. To accomplish this, the Director, DFAS shdl direct finance and
accounting requirements, systems, and functions for al appropriated, nonappropriated,
working capitd, revolving, and trust fund activities, including security assstance; establish and
enforce requirements, principles, standards, systems, procedures, and practices necessary to
comply with finance and accounting statutory and regulatory requirements gpplicable to the
DoD; provide finance and accounting services for DoD Components and other Federd
activities, as designated by the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller); and, direct the
consolidation, dtandardization, and integration of finance and accounting requirements,
functions, procedures, operations, and systems within the DoD and ensure their proper
relationship with other DoD functional aress (eg., budget, personnd, logistics, acquistion,
civil engineering, etc.).

Defense Information Sysems Agency: The Defense Information Sysems Agency (DISA) is a
Combat Support Agency of the Department of Defense (DoD) under the authority, direction,
and control of the Assstant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications, and
Intelligence). DISA is respongble for planning, developing and supporting command, contral,
communications (C3) and information systems that serve the needs of the Nationd Command
Authorities (NCA) under al conditions of peace and war. It provides guidance and support
on technica and operationd C3 and information systems issues affecting the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Military Departments, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Steff, the Unified Combatant Commands, and the Defense Agencies. It ensures the
interoperability of the Worldwide Military Command and Control System (WWMCCYS), the
Defense Communications System (DCS), theater and tacticd command and control systems,
NATO and/or alied C3 Systems, and those nationa and/or international commercia systems
that effect the DISA mission. It supports nationa security emergency preparedness (NSEP)
telecommunications functions of the National Communications System (NCYS) as prescribed
by Executive Order 12472, Assgnment of National Security and Emergency Preparedness
Telecommunications Functions, April 3, 1984.

Defense Intelligence Agency: The Defense Intdligence Agency (DIA) isa Combat Support Agency
of the Depatment of Defense (DoD) under the authority, direction, and control of the
Assgant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence).
Under its Director, DIA shal collect, produce, or, through tasking and coordination, provide
military and military-related intelligence for the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, other Defense components, and, as gppropriate, non-Defense agencies,
collect and provide military inteligence for nationd foreign intdligence and counterinteligence
products, coordinate al DoD intelligence collection requirements, manage the Defense
Attaché system; provide foreign inteligence and counterinteligence daff support to the
Charman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and, manage the Generad Defense Intelligence Program.

Defense Legd Services Agency: The Defense Legd Services Agency (DLSA), under the authority,
direction, and control of its Director, who aso serves as the Generd Counsd of the
Department of Defense, provides legal advice and services for the Defense Agencies, DoD
Fied Activities, and other assgned organizations. This includes technica support and
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assigtance for development of the DoD Legidative Program; coordinating DoD postions on
legidation and Presidentid Executive Orders, providing a centrdized legidative document
reference and didtribution point for the DoD; maintaining the Department's higtorical legidative
files, developing DoD policy for standards of conduct and administering the Standards of
Conduct Program for the OSD and other assigned organizations, and administering the
Defense Industrid Security Clearance Review Program.

Defense Logigtics Agency: The Defense Logigtics Agency (DLA), isaCombat Support Agency of
the Department of Defense (DoD) under the authority, direction, and control of the Under
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology). DLA provides worldwide logistics
support for the missons of the Military Departments and the Unified Combatant Commands
under conditions of peace and war. Also provides logistics support to other DoD
Components and certain Federal agencies, foreign governments, international organizations,
and others as authorized. Provides materid commodities and items of supply that have been
determined, through the gpplication of gpproved criteria, to be gppropriate for integrated
management by DLA on behdf of dl DoD Components, or that have been otherwise
specificaly assgned by appropriate authority. Furnishes logistics services directly associated
with the supply management function and other support services induding scientific and
technical information, federd cataloging, indudtrid plant equipment, reutilization and marketing
and systems andysis, design, procedural development and maintenance for supply and service
systems, industrid plant equipment storage and issuance, DLA logistics systems devel opment,
and the National Defense Stockpile Program. Maintains a wholesale distribution system for
assgned items. Provides contract adminidration service in support of the Military
Departments, other DoD Components, Federal civil agencies and, when authorized, to
foreign governments and others.

Defense Planning Guidance (DPG). A key planning document of the Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting System issued by the Secretary of Defense after consulting with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, services and combatant commanders. It provides threat assessment, policy, Strategy,
force planning, and fiscd guidance to al DoD organizations. The DPG is the “big picture’ for
military planners.

Defense Resources Board (DRB). The primary forum to provide the Deputy Secretary of Defense
the opportunity to receive advice and recommendations of senior advisors on planning,
programming, and budgeting matters and to develop stronger links among nationa security
policy, military strategy, and the resources alocated to specific forces and programs.

Defense Security Cooperation Agency: The Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA)
provides timely and effective direction, supervison, and oversght of security cooperation
programs in support of U.S. nationd security and foreign policy objectives, and promotes
stable security relationships with friends and dlies through Military Assistance.

Defense Security Service: The Defense Security Service (DSS) provides security services to the
Depatment of Defense (DoD) and is under the direction, authority, and control of the
Assgant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence). DSS
conducts al Personnel Security Investigations (PSl's) for DoD Components and, when
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appropriate, aso conducts PSl's for other U.S. Government activities. These PSl's include
investigation of alegations of subversve afiliaions, adverse suitability information, or any
other stuation that requires resolution to complete the PSl. DIS is dso responsible for the
four mgor programs involving indudtrid security: the Defense Indudtrid Security Program; the
Key Assets Protection Program; the Inspection Program for Contractors with conventiona
ams, ammunition and explosves, and the Certification Program for Contractors with very
high speed integrated circuits. Formerly known as the Defense Investigative Service (DIS),
DoD Reform Initiative #2 redesignated DIS as the Defense Security Service (DSS) in
November 1997 in recognition of its broader mission and functions. This directive included
the integration of the DoD Polygraph Indtitute into the organizationa structure of DSS.

Defense Threat Reduction Agency: The Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) safeguards the
United States and its friends from weapons of mass destruction by reducing the present threst
and preparing for the future threat.

Deferrd. A type of impoundment, a deferrd is an action of the President that temporarily withholds,
delays, or precludes the obligation or expenditure of budget authority. A deferra must be
reported by the President to Congress in a deferral message. The deferral can be overturned
if either house passes a resolution disgpproving it. A deferral may not extend beyond the end
of the fiscd year in which the message reporting it is transmitted to Congress.

Deliberate Planning. Operation planning as a result of Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan or other
tasking directive usng the Joint Operation Planning and Execution System

Desired Operationd Capability (DOC). A concept-based statement of the ways and means to
satisfy a Joint Force Commander’s capability requirement. A fully articulated DOC identifies
subordinate tasks, associated conditions, and criteriafor measurement.

Economic Assumption Edimates of how the nationd economy will behave. The four man
economic assumptions that affect the budget are unemployment, inflation, interest retes, and
growth in the gross domestic product.

Entittement. Legidation that requires the payment of benefits to dl who meat the digibility
requirements established in the law. Examples of entitlement programs are Socia Security,
Medicare, and veteran’s pensions.

Expenditure. Another accounting term, but when you have actudly paid out your money for services
or items received you have made one.

Experimentation An iterative gpproach involving the discipline of scientific method that includes
rigorous management of controls and variables to provide quantifiable, repestable results.
Experiments are part of the assessment process.

Fiscd Guidance. Annua guidance issued by the Secretary of Defense that outlines the fiscd
congraints that must be observed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Military Departments, and
DoD agencies, in the formulation of force structures and the Future- Y ears Defense Program,
and by the Secretary of Defense staff in reviewing proposed programs.
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Fiscd Year. The 12-month period thet, for the federal government begins on 1 October of one year
and ends on 30 September of the next.

Future-Years Defense Program (FYDP). The officid program that summarizes the Secretary of
Defense gpproved plans and programs for DoD. The FYDP is published a least once
annudly. The FYDP is dso represented by a computer database that is updated regularly to
reflect decisons.

Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The vaue of dl find goods and services produced within the
borders of the United States in a given period of time, whether produced by residents or
nonresidents.

Gross National Product (GNP). The total of incomes earned by residents of a country, regardless
of where the assets are located. For example, the U.S. GNP includes profits from United
States owned businesses located in other countries.

Head of Component. Service Secretaries or Directors of DoD agencies.

Impoundment. An action by the President that prevents the obligation or expenditure of budget
authority. Deferrdls and rescissons are the two types of Presidentia impoundments.

Inflation A persstent rise in the generd price leve that results in a decline in the purchasing power
of money.

Integrated Priority List (IPL). A list of a combatant commander’s highest priority requirements,
prioritized across service and functiond lines, defining shortfals in key programs that
adversdly affect the cgpability of the commander’s forces to accomplish assigned missons.
The IPL provides the combatant commander’s recommendations for programming funds in
the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System.

Joint Monthly Reediness Review (JMMRR). The centrd component of the Chairman’s Readiness
System and provides the CJCS a current and broad assessment of the military’ s readiness to
fight across dl three levels of war (Strategic, operationd, and tactica).

Joint Operation Planning and Execution System (JOPES). Supports integrated planning command
and control of mobilization, deployment, employment, and sustainment activities usng a
sandardized information system.

Joint Planning Document (JPD). A stand-aone document that supports the Nationa Military
Strategy by providing concise programming priorities, requirements, or advice to the
Secretary of Defense for condderation during the preparation of the Defense Planning
Guidance.

Joint Requirements Oversght Council (JROC). A CJCS advisory body that identifies, assesses, and
prioritizes joint military requirements and acquisition programs to meet the Nationd Military
Strategy. The JROC congders dternatives to acquisition programs that have been identified
to meet military requirements, and assgns joint priority to mgor programs that meet vadid
requirements identified by the combatant commands, services, and other DoD agencies.

Joint Requirements Board (JRB). A body of generd and flag officers established to assist in carrying
out JROC duties and respongbilities.
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Joint Resolution A joint resolution requires the approva of both houses of Congress and the

signature of the President, just as abill does, and has the force of law if gpproved. Thereisno
red difference between a bill and ajoint resolution. The latter is generdly used in dedling with
limited metters, such as a single appropriation for a specific purpose.

Joint resolutions aso are used to propose amendments to the U.S. Constitution. These do not
require Presidentia signature, but become a part of the Constitution when three-fourths of the
dates have ratified them.

Joint

Joint

Saff. 1) The staff of a commander of a combatant command, or of ajoint task force, which
includes members from the severd services comprising the force. 2) The Joint SEff isthe Saff
under the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as provided for in the Nationa Security Act of
1947, as amended by the DoD Reorganization Act of 1986. The Joint Staff asssts the
Chairman and, subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Chairman, the other
members of the Joint Chiefs of Saff and the Vice Charman in carying out ther
respongbilities.

Strategic Capahilities Plan (JSCP). An dement of Joint Strategic Planning System, the JSCP

Joint

furnishes guidance to the commander of the combatant commands (CINCs) and the Chiefs of
Services to accomplish tasks and missions based on current military capabilities. It apportions
resources to CINCs, based on military capabilities resulting from completed program and
budget actions. The JSCP offers a coherent framework for capabilities-based military advice
to the Nationd Command Authority.

Strategic Planning System (JSPS). The primary means by which the Charman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff, in consultation with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
commanders of the combatant commands, carries out statutory responsibilities to assst the
President and Secretary of Defense in providing drategic direction to the armed forces,
advises the Presdent and Secretary of Defense on requirements, programs, and budgets, and
assesses the capabilities of the armed forces of the United States and its dlies as compared
with those of their potential adversaries.

Joint Strategy Review (JSR). An dement of Joint Strategic Planning System, the JSR assesses the

drategic environment for issues and factors that affect the Nationd Security Strategy in the
near-term or the long-range. It is a process that continuoudy gethers information; examines
current, emerging, and future issues, threats, technologies, organizations, doctrinal concepts,
force structures, and military missions; and reviews and assesses current strategy, forces, and
national policy objectives. The JSR facilitates the integration of Strategy, operation planning,
and program assessment.

Joint Warfighting Capahiilities Assessment (JWCA). An annud, cycdlic process of gppraisang joint

warfighting capabilities and requirements for the Joint Requirements Oversght Council.
Assessments yield recommendations for JROC consideration. Recommendations once vetted
with the CINCs are forwarded to the CJCS for condderation for inclusion in the Chairman’s
Program Recommendation and the Charman's Program Assessment (both are the
Chairman’s persond correspondences to the Secretary of Defense).
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Major Budget Issues (MBI). After review of tentative budget decisons, these are issues identified
by the DoD components that are serious enough to warrant a mgjor issue meeting with the
Secretary of Defense. Subsequently, MBI decisions are announced in changes to the Program
Budget Decisons.

Major Force Program (MFP). See Program.

Nationd Command Authorities (NCA). The Presdent and the Secretary of Defense or their duly
deputized dternates or successors.

Nationa Imagery And Mapping Agency: The Nationa Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) isa
Combat Support Agency of the Department of Defense under the authority, direction, and
control of the Secretary of Defense and the overdl supervison of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Command, Control, Communications, and Intdligence (ASD[C3l]). The misson
of the NIMA is to provide timdly, relevant, and accurate imagery, imagery intelligence, and
geospatid information in support of the nationd security objectives of the United States. The
NIMA caries out this responsibility by advisng the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of
Defense, the ASD(C3Il), the Charman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Combatant
Commanders, and, for nationd intelligence purposes, the Director of Centra Intelligence and
other Federd Government officds, on imagery, imagery inteligence, and geospatia
information; and by supporting the imagery, imagery intdligence, and geospatid requirements
of the Departments and Agencies of the Federa Government, to the extent provided by law.

Nationd Military Strategy (NMS). The NMS furnishes the advice of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, in consultation with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
commander of the combatant commands, to the President, the Nationa Security Council, and
the Secretary of Defense as to the recommended military drategy and fiscaly-constrained
force structure required to attain the national security objectives. The NMS may be used to
determine the Chairman’s postion on matters of drategic importance for use in Nationa
Command Authority directed actions.

Nationa Security Agency: The Nationa Security Agency/Central Security Service (NSA/CSS), isa
Combat Support Agency of the Department of Defense (DoD) under the authority, direction,
and control of the Secretary of Defense, and is responsible for centraized coordination,
direction, and performance of highly specidized intelligence functions in support of U.S.
Government activities. NSA carries out the responsibilities of the Secretary of Defense to
serve as Executive Agency for U.S. Government signas intelligence, communications security,
computer security, and operations security training activities. The Centra Security Service
provides the Military Services a unified cryptologic organizetion within the Department of
Defense designed to assure proper control of the planning, programming, budgeting, and
expenditure of resources for cryptologic activities.

New Obligationd Authority (NOA). NOA represents the additional amount Congress appropriates
for an agency, over and above earlier gppropriations and other funds the agency has or
expects to receive from other sources. You may aso hear the term obligationa authority when
referring to an authorization by Congress in connection with something other than a new
appropriation.
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Obligation The estimate or actud amount of the cost of an authorized service or article you have
ordered. This estimate is carried in officid accounting records, and reserves funds pending
completion of the contract. This reservation isrequired by public law.

Ohligationd Authority. The tota available to an agency in a given fiscd year. Obligationd authority
is the sum of the budget authority newly provided in a fiscd year, the baance of budget
authority from previous years that has not yet been obligated, and amounts authorized to be
credited to a specific fund or account during that year, including transfers between accounts.

Outlays. Obligations are generdly liquidated when checks are issued or cash disbursed. Such
payments are caled outlays. In lieu of issuing checks, obligations may aso be liquidated (and
outlays occur) by the maturing of interest coupons in the case of some bonds, or by the
issuance of bonds or notes (or increases in the redemption vaue of bonds outstanding).

Outlays during a fiscd year may be for payment of obligations incurred in prior years
(prior-year outlays) or in the same year. Outlays, therefore, flow in part from unexpended
balances of prior-year budget authority and in part from budget authority provided for the
year in which the money is spent.

Tota budget outlays are stated net of offsetting collections, and exclude outlays of off-budget
federa entities.

The terms expenditure and net disbursements are frequently used interchangesbly with the
term outlays.

Panning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS). An integrated system for the establishment,
maintenance, and revison of the Future-Years Defense Program and the DoD budget.
Through this system, an atempt is made to combine policy formulation with budgetary
dlocation and to furnish amechanism for andyss.

President's Budget. The proposa sent by the President to Congress each year as required by the
Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, as amended.

Program. Generdly defined as an organized set of activities directed toward a common purpose, or
god, undertaken or proposed by an agency in order to carry out its responshilities. In
practice, however, the term program has may uses and does not have a wedl-defined,
gandard meaning. Program is used to describe an agency's misson, programs, functions,
services, projects, and processes.’

In pure PPBS terms, a program is an aggregation of program elements that reflects a force
mission or a support function of DoD and contains the resources alocated to achieve an
objective or plan. It reflects fiscd year time-phasing of misson objectives to be accomplished,
and the means proposed for their accomplishment.

The Future-Y ears Defense Program (FY DP) is comprised of even mgor force programs as
follows

Program 1 - Strategic Forces
Program 2 - General Purpose Forces
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Program 3 - C3I and Space

Program 4 - Mobility Forces

Program 5 - Guard and Reserve Forces

Program 6 - Research and Devel opment

Program 7 - Centrd Supply and Maintenance

Program 8 - Training, Medicd, and Other Generd Personnel Activities
Program 9 - Adminigtration and Associated Activities

Program 10 - Support of Other Nations

Program 11 - Special Operations Forces

The mgor programs of the FY DP fdl within the generd organizationd aress of responsbility
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). However, since resources in these
programs may overlgp areas of management and functiona responsihility, the programs are
not considered to be the exclusve responghility of any one particular organizationa eement
of OSD. (See Program Element.)

Program Budget Decison (PBD). A Secretary of Defense decision in prescribed format authorizing
changes to a submitted budget estimate and the Future-Y ears Defense Program.

Progran Decison Memorandum (PDM). A document that contains decisions of the Secretary of
Defense on the service and DoD agency Program Objective Memoranda.

Program Element. A description of a misson by the identification of the organizationa entities and
resources needed to perform the assigned misson. Resources consist of forces, manpower,
material quantities and cogt, as applicable. The program dement is the basic building block of
the Future-Y ears Defense Program. (See Program.)

Program Evauation In generd, the process of assessng program dternaives, including research
and results, and the options for meeting program objectives and future expectations.
Specificdly, program evauation is the process of appraisng the manner and extent to which
programs.

Achieve their stated objectives.

Mest the performance perceptions and expectations of responsible federd officials and
other interested groups.

Produce other significant effects of either a desirable or undesirable character.

Program Objective Memorandum (POM). A memorandum in prescribed format submitted to the
Secretary of Defense by a Service Secretary or Director of a DoD agency that recommends
the tota resource requirements within the parameters of the fiscal guidance published by the
Secretary of Defense. A complex document key to the programming phase as well as the
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cornerstone of the budgeting phase of PPBS. The POM funds current (ongoing) programs as
well as new requirements for the future.

Program Review Group (PRG). The subordinate working group to the Defense Resources Board
that prepares the agenda, papers, and briefing materids for the DRB’s deliberations. Many
program issues are resolved at the PRG levd.

Program Year. A fiscd year in the Future-Y ears Defense Program that ends not earlier than the
second year beyond the current calendar year. Thus, during caendar year 1999 the first
program year is 2001.

Regpportionment. A revison by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) of a previous
apportionment of budgetary resources for an gppropriation or fund account. Agency requests
for regpportionment are usually submitted to OMB as soon as a change in previous
gpportionment  becomes necessary due to changes in amounts available, program
requirements, or cost factors. A regpportionment would ordinarily cover the same period,
project, or activity covered in the origina gpportionment.

Reclama. This occurs when the services explain how badly they have been * stabbed” by the Office
of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and
sometimes, the House of Representatives or the Senate. It is actudly aformd restatement and
presentation of budget requirements to OSD, OMB, or the Congressin further judtification of
that portion of the services requirements that the reviewing authorities have refused to buy.

Recondiligtion Bill. A hill, requiring enactment by both houses of Congress and approval by the
President, making changes to legidation that has been enacted or enrolled.

Reconciliation Process. A process used by Congress to reconcile amounts determined by tax,
spending, and debt legidation for agiven fiscd year, with the callings enacted in the concurrent
resolution on the budget for that year.

Reconciligtion Resolution A concurrent resolution, requiring passage by both houses of Congress
but not the approva of the President, directing the Clerk of the House or the Secretary of the
Senate to make specified changes in bills or resolutions that have not yet reached the stage of
enrollment.

Reprogramming. Utilization of funds in an gppropriation account for purposes other than those
contemplated at the time of gppropriation.

Reprogramming is generally preceded by consultation between the federa agencies and the
appropriate Congressiona committees. It involves forma natification and, in some ingtances,
opportunity for disgpprova by Congressona committees.

Required Operationd Capability (ROC). A desired operationd capability validated through Joint
Vison assessment(s) and gpproved by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council.

Restisson An action by Presdent that cancels previoudy appropriated budget authority. A
proposed rescisson must be reported to Congress and the Comptroller General by the
Presdent in a rescisson message. If not approved by both houses of Congress within forty-
five days, the President must obligate the Budget Authority as it was intended by Congress.
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Research and Development (R& D). Research is sysematic, intendve study directed toward fuller
scientific knowledge or understanding of the subject sudied. Development is the systematic
use of the knowledge and understanding gained from research, directed toward the
production of useful materids, devices, sysems or methods, including the design and
development of prototypes and processes.

Research and development is a broad term that embraces the work performed by federa
government agencies and private individuds or organizations under contractud or grant
arrangements with the government. It includes al fields of education and the socid sciences,
aswell asthe physicd sciences and engineering.

Research and development excludes routine product testing, quality control, mapping,
collection of generd purpose datistics, experimental production, routine evauation of an
operationd program, and the training of scientific and technica personnel.

Spending Authority. Defined by the Congressona Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974
(P.L. 93-344, 31 U.S.C. 1323): a collective designation for gppropriations and borrowing,
contract, and entitlement authorities for which budget authority is not provided in advance by
appropriation acts. The latter three are called backdoor authority.

Supplementd  Appropriations. Acts gppropriating funds as an addition to the regular annua
appropriation. Supplemental  appropriations generdly are enacted when the need for
additiona funds is too urgent to be postponed until the next regular appropriation is
considered.

Theater Engagement Plans (TEPS). Ddiberate engagement plans for dl military activitiesinvolving
other nations intended to shape the security environment in peacetime. A TEP is compaosed of
the CINC’s Theater Engagement Strategic Concept plus Engagement Activities Annexes.

Tota Obligationa Authority (TOA). The totd financid requirements of the Future-Y ears Defense
Program or any component of it required to support the gpproved program of a given fisca
year; i.e, adollar vaue leve of overdl fiscd condraint, or caling, within which any program
(service or DoD agency) must remain.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

The abbreviaions and acronyms listed below are those used in the textbook. You can find
additiond abbreviations and acronyms in the Department of Defense Dictionary of Military Terms:
http:/Amww.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/doddict.

ACAT Acquisition Category

ACTD Advanced Concept Technology Demongtration
AOA Andyssof Alternatives

ACMC Assglant Commandant of the Marine Corps
ADM Acquisgtion Decison Memorandum

AFB Air Force Board (Part of AFCS)

AFC Air Force Council (Part of AFCS)

AFCS Air Force Corporate Structure

AFG Air Force Group (Part of AFCS)

AFSP Air Force Strategic Plan

AlS Automated Information System

AMP Army Modernization Plan

APB Acquisgtion Program Basdline

APDM Amended Program Decison Memorandum
APG Army Planning Guidance

APGM Army Program Guidance Memorandum
APPG Annua Planning & Programming Guidance (Air Force)
APPN Appropriation

APS Army Planning Sysem

ARB Army Resources Board

ASD Assgtant Secretary of Defense

(C31) Command, Control, Communications, & Intelligence
(FMP) Force Management Policy
(HA) Hedth Affairs
(ISA) Internationd Security Affairs
(LA) Legidative Affairs
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(PA) Public Affairs

(RA) Reserve Affairs

(SO & LIC) Specid Operations & Low Intensity Conflict
(S&TR) Strategy & Threat Reduction

ASM Acquigtion Sysems Management

ASN Assstant Secretary of the Navy

ASPG Army Strategic Planning Guidance

BA Budget Activity or Budget Authority

BCC Budget Classfication Code

BEA Budget Enforcement Act

BES Budget Estimate Submisson

“BLUE DOLLARS’ Navy Appropriations (CNO- Sponsored)

“BLUE IN SUPPORT Navy Appropriations that support the USMC (medicad, GREEN”
avidion, etc.)

BMDO Bdligic Missle Defense Organization

BP Budget Project

BY Budget Year

C3 Command, Control & Communications

C4 Command, Control, Communications & Computers

C4i Command, Control, Communications, Computers &
Intelligence

CA Coordinating Authority

CAE Component Acquigtion Executive

CAIV Cost as an Independent Variable

CAP Crigs Action Planning

CBO Congressond Budget Office

CBIC Congressiond Budget and Impoundment Control (Act of

Congress - 1974)

CBR Concurrent Budget Resolution

CBRS Combat Based Reguirements System (Marine Corps)

CDP Combat Development Process (Marine Corps)

CEA Council of Economic Advisors

A-4-18



CFJO
CENTCOM
CG
CINC
CIO
CJCS
CJCS
CJCSM
CMC
CMD
CNA
CNO
COEA

CONPLAN
CPA
CPAM
CPG

CPR
CRD
CRS

CSA

CSAF
CSPG
CY

Concept for Future Joint Operations

Centra Command (Unified Command — Geographic)
Chairman's Guidance

Commander-in-Chief

Chief Information Officer

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Manual
Commandant of the Marine Corps

Command

Center for Nava Analyses

Chief of Nava Operations

Cost & Operationd Effectiveness Analyss (Has been renamed as
Andyss of Alternatives[A0A])

Operation Plan in concept format
Chairman's Program Assessment
CNO's Program Analys's Memorandum (Navy)
Two meanings.
Commandant’ s Planning Guidance (Marine Corps)
Contingency Planning Guidance
Chairman's Program Recommendations
Capstone Requirements Document
Two meanings
Chairman’s Readiness System
Congressiond Research Service
Two meanings.
Chief of Saff of the Army
Combat Support Agencies
Chief of Staff of the Air Force
CNO’s Strategic Planning Guidance (Navy)
Two meanings.

Cdendar Year
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DA
DAB
DAE
DAF
DARPA
DAS
DASD
DCNO
DeCA
DEF
DepSecDef
DCAA
DFAS
DIA
DISA
DJS
DLSA
DLA
DOC
DoD
DoDD
DoDI
DoN
DoS
DOT&E
DOTMLPF

DPA&E
DPG
DPSB
DRB

Current Y ear
Department of the Army
Defense Acquisition Board
Defense Acquigtion Executive
Department of the Air Force
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
Defense Acquisition System
Deputy Assstant Secretary of Defense
Deputy Chief of Nava Operations
Defense Commissary Agency
Defense
Deputy Secretary of Defense
Defense Contract Audit Agency
Defense Finance & Accounting Agency
Defense Intelligence Agency
Defense Information Systems Agency
Director, Joint Staff
Defense Legd Services Agency
Defense Logistics Agency
Desired Operationa Capability
Department of Defense
Department of Defense Directive
Department of Defense Ingtruction
Department of the Navy
Department of State
Director, Operationa Test & Evauation

Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materid,
Leadership & Education, Personndl, and Facilities

Director, Program Andyss & Evauation
Defense Planning Guidance
DoN Program Strategy Board

Defense Resources Board
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DRI
DSAC
DSARC

DSCA
DSS
DT&E
DTRA
DTSE&E
DUSD
DU S&T
ESG
EUCOM
FMF
FOC
FRP
FSD

FY
FYDP
GAO
GDP
GNA
GNP
GRH
“GREEN DOLLARS’
HAC
HASC
HBC
HoC
HQMC
IPT

ILS

Defense Reform Initiative
Defense Systems Affordability Council

Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (Renamed as the Defense

Acquistion Board [DAB])
Defense Security Cooperation Agency
Defense Security Service
Development Test & Evadudion
Defense Threat Reduction Agency
Director, Test, Systems Engineering, & Evauation
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
Dud Use Science & Technology
Executive Steering Group
European Command (Unified Command — Geographic)
Fleet Marine Force
Full Operational Capability
Full-Rate Production
Full Scde Development
Fiscal Year
Future-Y ears Defense Program
Generd Accounting Office
Gross Domestic Product
Goldwater-Nichols Act
Gross National Product
Gramm-Rudman-Hallings Act
Marine Corps Appropriations (CM C- Sponsored)
House Appropriations Committee
House Armed Services Committee
House Budget Committee
Head of Component (i.e., Service Secretary or Agency Director)
Headquarters, Marine Corps
Integrated Product Team
Integrated L ogistics Support
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10C
|OT&E

IPL

IPPD

IPS

IR3B

1SA

IT OIPT

IWAR

31 (The Joint Saff)
32

33

34

35

36

J7

J-8

JCS
JFCOM

JMP
JMA/SA
JMRR
JNA
JOPES
JPD

JPEC
JRB

Initid Operating Capability

Initid Operationd Test & Evauation

Integrated Priority Ligt

Integrated Product and Process Devel opment

[llustrative Planning Scenario (Appendix to DPG)

Integrated Requirements & Resources Review Board (Navy)
Internationd Security Affars

Information Technology Overarching Integrated Product Team
Integrated Warfare Architecture

Manpower & Personnel Directorate

Intelligence Directorate

Operations Directorate

Logigtics Directorate

Strategic Plans & Policy Directorate

Command, Control, Communications, & Computer Systems
Directorate

Operationa Plans & Interoperability Directorate
Force Structure, Resources, and Assessmert Directorate
Joint Chiefs of Staff
Joint Forces Command (Unified Command — Functiond &
Geographic)
V2010 Implementation Master Plan
Joint Mission Assessment/Support Assessment
Joint Monthly Readiness Review
Joint Net Assessment
Joint Operation Planning and Execution System
Two meanings
Joint Planning Document
Joint Potentid Designator
Joint Planning and Execution Community
Joint Requirements Board
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JRMB

JROC
JRP
JSCP
JSPS
JSR
JV20xx
JWCA
KPP
LCC
LFT&E
LRIP
MAA
MAC

MACOM
MAGTF
MAIS
MAJCOM
MBI
MCMP
MDA
MDAP
MDEP
MFP
MILCON
MILPERS
MNS
MOP

MPP

Joint Requirements Management Board (Has been renamed asthe
Joint Requirements Oversight Council [JROC])

Joint Requirements Oversight Council
Joint Requirements Pandl

Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan

Joint Strategic Planning System

Joint Strategy Review

Joint VVison 2020 (or subsequent updates)
Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
Key Performance Parameters

Life Cycle Costing

LiveFire Test & Evauation

Low-Rate Initial Production

Misson Area Andysis

Military Airlift Command (Has been renamed as the Air Mobility
Command [AMC])

Magor Army Command

Marine Air-Ground Task Force
Magor Automated Information System
Maor Command (Air Force)

Magor Budget Issue

Marine Corps Magter Plan

Milestone Decision Authority

Magor Defense Acquisition Program
Management Decision Package (Army)
Major Force Program

Military Congtruction

Military Personnel

Mission Need Statement

Memorandum of Policy (Joint Staff. These have been replaced by
CJCSls)

Modernization Planning Process (Air Force)
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MROC
N1 (OPNAV)
N2
N3/N5
N4
N6
N61
N7
N70
N71
N74
N75
N76
N77
N78
N89
N8
N8O
N81
N82
N83/N81D
N89
NSQDR
NBC
NCA
NDP
NIMA
NMS
NOA
NSA
NSC

Marine Requirements Oversight Council
Manpower & Personnel Directorate
Navd Intelligence Directorate

Plans, Policy & Operations Directorate
Logistics Directorate

Space, Information Warfare, Command & Control Directorate

Information Technology Divison, N6

Warfare Requirements & Programs

Warfare Integration & Assessment Division, N7
Missle Defense Divison, N7

Anti- Submarine Warfare Divison, N7
Expeditionary Warfare Division, N7

Surface Warfare Divison, N7

Undersea Warfare Divison, N7

Air Warfare Divison, N7

Training & Education, N7

Resources, Requirements & Assessments Directorate
Programming Divison, N8

Assessments Divison, N8

Fiscd Management Divison, N8

JROC Requirements & CINC Liaison Divison, N8
Specid Programs Divison, N8

Quadrenniad Defense Review Divison, N8
Nuclear, Biologica and Chemica

National Command Authority

Nationa Defense Pandl

Nationd Imagery and Mapping Agency
Nationd Military Strategy

New Obligationd Authority

Nationa Security Agency

Nationd Security Council
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NSDD Nationd Security Decison Directive
NSS Two meanings.
Nationa Security Strategy
Nationd Security Study

NSSG Nationa Security Study Group

NWC Nava War College

Oo&M Operations & Maintenance

0&S Operations & Support

OIPT Overarching Integrated Product Team

0oJcs Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

OMB Office of Management & Budget

OMFTS Operational Maneuver From The Sea
OPLAN Operation Plan in complete format

OPS Operations

ORD Operational Requirements Document

osb Office of the Secretary of Defense

OTA Other Transactiond Authority

OT&E Operationd Test & Evauation

PACOM Peacific Command (Unified Command — Geographic)
PA&E Program Andyss & Evduation

PBD Program Budget Decison

PD Presdentia Decison

PDM Program Decison Memorandum

PDUSD Principa Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
PE Program Element

PEG Program Evauation Group (Army & Marine Corps)
PEO Program Executive Officer

PM Program Manager

POM Program Objective Memorandum

PPBC Panning Program Budget Committee (Army)
PPBS Panning, Programming, & Budgeting System
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PPBES
PPl
P&R
PR
PRG
PRO
PWG
PY
QDR
R&D

RDAP
RDT&E
RGS

SBC

SecDef
SecNav
SOCOM
SOUTHCOM
SPACECOM
SPP

SRG

SROC
STRATCOM
T&E

Panning, Programming, Budgeting, & Execution System (Army)
POM Preparation Ingtructions

Personnd & Readiness

Program Review

Program Review Group

Priority Regiona Objectives

POM Working Group (Marine Corps)

Prior Year

Quadrennid Defense Review

Research & Development

Resource Allocation Process (Air Force)

Research, Development, & Acquisition Plan (Army)
Research, Development, Test & Evauation
Requirements Generation System

Senate Appropriations Committee

Science & Technology

Strategy & Threat Reduction

Secretary of the Army

Secretary of the Air Force

Senate Armed Services Committee

Senate Budget Committee

Secretary of Defense

Secretary of the Navy

Specid Operations Command (Unified Command — Functiond)
Southern Command (Unified Command — Geographic)
Space Command (Unified Command — Functiond)
Sponsor Program Proposa (Navy)

Senior Review Group (Army)

Senior Readiness Oversght Council

Strategic Command (Unified Command — Functiond)
Test & Evaudion
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TAP

TEMP

TEP

TOA

TPOM
TRANSCOM
ucpP

uSC

usb

usmcC
USecNav
VCICS
VCNO
VCofS Army
VCof SAF
WMD

The Army Plan
Test & Evauation Master Plan
Theater Engagement Plan
Totd Obligationa Authority
Tentative Program Objective Memorandum
Trangportation Command (Unified Command — Functiond)
Unified Command Plan
United States Code
Under Secretary of Defense
(AT&L) Acquistion, Technology, & Logidics
(C) Comptroller
(P&R) Personnd & Readiness
(P) Policy
U.S. Marine Corps
Under Secretary of the Navy
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Vice Chief of Nava Operations
Vice Chief of Staff of the Army
Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force
Weagpons of Mass Destruction
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